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Abstract
Faculty of color can experience an array of challenges during their professional
journey in higher education. When gender and race intersect, additional injustices are
experienced by faculty of color who identify as women. The research available draws
attention to the discrimination, exploitation, and isolation faced by female faculty of color
during their professional journey in higher education. Using a grounded theory research
design, this study explored if administrators and faculty are aware of the challenges
imposed on women of color during the tenure and promotion process, and if institutions
are working to address these challenges.
Keywords: tenure and promotion, women faculty of color, isolation,
discrimination, exploitation
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Chapter One: Introduction
Problem Statement
In order to understand a campus’ racial climate in higher education, it is important
to consider the following five dimensions: (a) historical legacy of inclusion/exclusion, (b)
an organization’s structure and processes, (c) compositional diversity, (d) behaviors, and
(e) psychological/perceptions of discrimination (Arellano & Vue, 2019). Each of these
dimensions is critical to examining the experience of varying stakeholders (e.g., students,
staff, faculty, administrators). An abundance of research related to these five dimensions
is available regarding the student experience, more specifically students of color
(Arellano & Vue, 2019; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Solórzano et al., 2000; Tapia &
Johnson, 2010). When examining the latter four dimensions, many researchers
acknowledge the lack of diverse faculty as one variable that impacts the recruitment and
retention of students of color (Diggs et al., 2009; Mayhew et al., 2005; Umbach, 2006).
Since 1988 a plethora of studies have been published regarding the
underrepresentation of faculty of color (Arnold et al., 2016; Castro, 2015; Stanley, 2006;
Turner et al., 2008). Faculty of color come with diverse backgrounds and varying
experiences that generally look different from their White counterparts. This diversity of
backgrounds and experiences has positive implications on the teaching and learning
community. Increasing the diversity of our faculty heightens our chances of providing
opportunities for unique perspectives, pedagogies, and practices employed within the
learning community (Umbach, 2006). However, faculty of color experience an array of
challenges during their professional journey in higher education. When gender and race
intersect, female faculty of color experience additional injustices. One structural
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challenge is the tenure and promotion process which upholds discriminatory, exploitive,
and exclusionary practices faced by female faculty of color (Chang et al., 2013; Jones et
al., 2015; Turner et al., 2008; Turner et al., 2011).
As of fall 2018, 35% of full-time faculty in degree-granting postsecondary
institutions were White females, while 5% were Asian/Pacific Islander females, 3%
Black females, and 3% Hispanic females (National Center for Education Statistics, 2020).
Within their study, Castro (2015) used nationally representative data to complete a macro
level analysis to determine patterns of inequalities present among faculty within higher
education. As Castro explained, “Since the 1900s the number of women of color earning
doctoral degrees and acquiring tenure-track positions has grown significantly—about
63% and 77% respectively … yet, national statistics indicate that this population remains
marginal in academia” (p. 183). Thus, women of color remain underrepresented in
tenure-track and upper ranking faculty and administrative positions, in addition to earning
lower salaries in comparison to their male colleagues (Cundiff et al., 2018). Female
faculty of color are faced with added pressures to conform, they fight to be recognized by
their colleagues, and they experience increased workloads (Davis et al., 2015; Jones et
al., 2015; Porter et al., 2020; Turner, 2002). Castro (2015) referred to the exploitation
experienced by women of color as diversity double duty which has negative impacts on
the well-being and professional success of these women in comparison to their White
female colleagues. Discrimination, isolation, and exploitation are the three themes of
oppression that female faculty of color within higher education consistently face.
As Nakamura (2019) explained, higher education is centered around whiteness as
the prioritized racial identity. The experience and perspectives of women of color
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generally differs from their White female colleagues. For example, one interviewee
within Turner's (2002) study shared, "Even the white females they've hired still have a
problem with minority students and minority perspectives. ... It is really dominated by
Western European notions" (p. 80). Gusa (2010) shared that predominately White
institutions “… do not have to be explicitly racist to create a hostile environment. Instead,
unexamined historically situated white ideology embedded in the language, cultural
practices, traditions, and perception of knowledge allow these institutions to remain
racialized" (p. 465). Whiteness is present within every aspect of higher education; it is
part of our norms, values, and practices which include the tenure and promotion process.
“When whites neglect to identify the ways in which white ideological homogenizing
practices sustain the structure of domination and oppression, they allow institutional
policies and practices to be seen as unproblematic or inevitable and thereby perpetuate
hostile racial climates” (Gusa, 2010, p. 465). Similar are the gender biases experienced
by women within higher education. Due to these subtle gender biases women advance
much slower than their male colleagues and are less likely to experience workplace
satisfaction (Tran et al., 2019). The consistent oppression faced by women of color in
academia is often countered with these females developing coping strategies, creating
community to maintain resilience, and internalized years of anger and exclusion (Dade et
al., 2015; Jones et al., 2015; Rodriguez & Boahene, 2012). An array of studies provide
narratives and strategies for how female faculty of color might navigate their institution
(Edmondson, 2012). However, there are limited sources available regarding how White
faculty and administrators, including male colleagues, might better support their female
faculty of color during the tenure and promotion process. What is unknown is to what
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extent postsecondary institutions have worked to interrupt the inequities present within
the tenure and promotion process faced by female faculty of color.
Significance of Study
Faculty of color play a significant role in the success of postsecondary education.
At least within the recent two decades, educators have engaged in conversations
regarding the potential decrease in White undergraduate students and the increase in
students of color. This argument regarding the increase in students of color is usually
made in conjunction with the need for faculty of color in recruiting and retaining students
of color. These studies highlight the specific impacts regarding how faculty of color
support success for students of color; this includes serving as role models, employing
practices that lead to greater learning, and creating a positive climate for diversity
(Garrison-Wade et al., 2012; Mayhew et al., 2005; Umbach, 2006). However, although
these studies support the need for and benefits of employing faculty of color,
postsecondary institutions struggle to provide empowering, welcoming, and successful
working environments for female faculty of color. Thus, if institutions prioritize the
retention of their students of color and faculty of color, it is important that they work
toward addressing the inequitable and unjust structures, policies, and practices that
govern higher education. If administrators and faculty colleagues do not push against the
historically oppressive structure of tenure and promotion, female faculty of color will
continue to experience discrimination, exploitation, and isolation during their
professional journey. However, rather than continuing with the habit of placing the
burden on female faculty of color to navigate the inequities of tenure and promotion
(Dade et al., 2015; Jones et al., 2015; Rodriguez & Boahene, 2012), this study explored if
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and how administrators and faculty at predominantly White institutions have taken
responsibility for refining the process. The goal is to determine if administrators (e.g.,
presidents, vice presidents, academic deans, faculty chairs) and faculty are aware of the
issues related to tenure and promotion for their female colleagues of color, if they have
considered refining their tenure and promotion process, if so what do those refinements
include, and what are the results of those enhancements.
Research Questions
To what extent are institutions aware of the inequities present within the tenure
and promotion structure for female faculty of color?
To what extent are postsecondary institutions addressing the discrimination,
exploitation, and isolation experienced by female faculty of color during the tenure and
promotion process?
Definition of Terms
The following terms are used consistently throughout this study.
Administration: Individuals who hold some form of key responsibility for the
institutions budget, curricular, facilities, and overall operations. This includes, but is not
limited to, presidents, vice presidents, chancellors, provosts, vice provosts, academic
deans, and faculty chairs.
Discrimination: Unconscious and conscious actions that create and sustain
advantages for a specific group. This includes but is not limited to microaggressions,
implicit or explicit bias, and upholding negative stereotypes.
Exploitation: Unconsciously or consciously using another group to advantage
one’s self or another group with power.
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Isolation: Lack of value, acceptance, and social inclusion within a particular
community.
Microaggressions: Incidents perceived to be on a minor level that “occur perhaps
unconsciously on the part of the other person but are experienced by minorities as
insulting, degrading, or potentially threatening” (Smith, 2015, p. 34).
Oppression: The systemic and institutionalized mistreatment of individuals based
on their identity affiliated with groups that are disadvantaged by the lack of social power
(Adams et al., 2016). For the purpose of this study oppression is referenced when
discussing all three challenges faced by women of color in higher education:
discrimination, isolation, and exploitation.
Predominantly White Institution (PWI): Postsecondary institutions where at least
50% of their students identify as White (Brown & Dancy, 2010).
Tenure: Academic tenure is an “indefinite appointment that can be terminated
only for cause or under extraordinary circumstance such as financial exigency and
program discontinuation” (American Association of University Professors, n.d., para. 1).
Tenure and Promotion: A formal evaluation of faculty pursuing tenure or
promotion in ranks once tenure has been established (e.g., associate professor, full
professor). The evaluation process generally assesses one’s teaching, research, and
service accomplishments.
Tokenism: The action of relying on a sole representative for a particular minority
group (Smith, 2015).
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Positionality
For this study to be successful, it was important that the researcher bracket, to the
best of her ability, any theoretical ideas or perspectives that may have influenced the
implementation of the research process (Creswell, 2012). Although the researcher
identifies as a Black female within higher education, she currently occupies a staff
position at a predominately White institution and serves as a non-tenure-track faculty.
Thus, as the researcher is not a tenure-track faculty member and does not engage with the
tenure and promotion process, this positionality limits the likelihood for her experiences
to interfere with the research process. The researcher does believe that the tenure and
promotion process is oppressive to female faculty of color, and the literature supports this
belief. However, the overall purpose of the study is to determine the role of the institution
in addressing the discrimination, exploitation, and isolation faced by female faculty of
color.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
The Problem: Discrimination, Exploitation, and Isolation
The discrimination, exploitation, and isolation that women of color experience are
deeply rooted in the structures and practices of higher education. Discrimination is first
apparent within the recruitment and hiring process that limits women of color’s access to
tenure-track faculty positions and the mentorship and support that is needed to be
retained (Turner et al., 2011). The theme of discrimination continues as stereotypical
stigmas affiliated with minority races are assumed by White colleagues (Arnold et al.,
2016; Porter et al., 2020; Turner, 2002), leading to macro-aggressions and
microaggressions faced by female faculty of color. For example, within Turner’s (2002)
study, one interviewee shared, "This one dean … was writing down all the federal slots
that I would fit in as far as hiring … And he says, 'Okay, you're a woman, you're over
fifty-five, you're an American Indian,' and then he looks at me and grins. He said, ‘Do
you have a handicap?’" (p. 80). This is one example of the microaggressions women of
color face within higher education; to some extent the dean seemed to only see the boxes
that could be checked based on the identities that this female faculty of color occupied.
Versions of bias, microaggressions, and tokenism show up in many aspects of the tenure
and promotion process. As Nakamura (2019) shared in their study, at their institution
several faculty of color experienced challenges publishing their work as publishers did
not recognize and value their research which impacts the success of the individual’s
scholarship requirement. These examples align with the sexism and racism females of
color face often within higher education. Additionally, discrimination appears within the
student evaluation process as students are more likely to score female faculty of color
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lower. This diminishment is a form of implicit bias that impacts the tenure and promotion
evaluation related to teaching as White colleagues do not generally consider this
additional challenge faced by female faculty of color (De Luca & Escoto, 2012; Kelly &
McCann, 2014). Discrimination continues to surface as one’s scholarship and service is
under evaluation by their peers (Kelly & McCann, 2014). For example, in Croom’s
(2017) study one interviewee shared that colleagues
… challenge our academic materials and our research so when you have that type
of doubt as you go up, the individuals in the profession continue that doubt. Your
work, your research is not really research, it's not valid. Your credentials and
writing, it's not what [they] want. [It's not] considered to be scholarship and so we
are not scholars. They don't see us as people who are intellectuals. (p. 574)
Regarding the exploitation experienced, female faculty of color tend to receive
excessive service and teaching loads in comparison to their other colleagues (Kelly &
McCann, 2014). Guarino and Borden (2017) explained that regardless of rank, discipline,
and race, women experience a higher service load. However, women of color experience
the double duty as they are targeted for service based on their race and gender (Castro,
2015). This increased workload continues for female faculty of color as they are also
expected to mentor students of color, teach diversity courses (Jacobson, 2012; Jones et
al., 2015; Porter et al., 2020), and serve as a resource for diversity initiatives—a form of
tokenism (Chang et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2015; Turner et al., 2011). As an interviewee
shared in Garrison-Wade et al.’s (2012) study, "I feel like I am being used because of the
color of my skin and I get very, very tired of that. I pride myself on being a good teacher,
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caring about my students, interested in research. And, yet, I am still defined by the color
of my skin" (p. 98).
Lastly, the literature available illustrates the isolation faculty of color experience
(Arnold et al., 2016; Edmondson, 2012; Jacobson, 2012) which can lead to imposter
syndrome and female faculty of color feeling out of place (Arnold et al., 2016). Women
of color within higher education feel invisible to their peers and do not feel welcomed in
academe as their credibility is often challenged by their colleagues and students (Davis et
al., 2015; Porter, et al., 2020). The lack of social acceptance, community, and mentorship
contribute to the isolation faced by women of color (Kelly & McCann, 2014; Turner et
al., 2011), yet female faculty of color are expected to navigate these white, cisgender
male dominated spaces on their own. Navigating these White spaces is not always an
easy process depending on one’s identity and cultural understandings. For example,
individuals of the Latinx community are less likely to challenge those in power as it can
be viewed culturally as disrespectful, thus reaching out to a person of authority for
clarification might not be an option for Latinx faculty, which can result in increased
levels of stress (De Luca & Escoto, 2012).
As Alfred (2001) acknowledged, White males are at the top of the hierarchy, thus
they reap the most benefits within Western cultures. While male faculty of color
experience some of these challenges, such as alienation and marginalization based on
their race, women of color often experience additional burdens and challenges due to
their race and gender (Thomas & Hollenshead, 2001). The lack of support for female
faculty of color in White, male-dominated spaces negatively impacts one’s chances of
acquiring tenure and promotion. Overall, the lack of appreciation and celebration for their

12
research, service, and expertise (Arnold et al., 2016; Jacobson, 2012) contributes to the
discrimination, exploitation, and isolation female faculty of color experience in
comparison to their male colleagues and White female colleagues.
Empirical Research
During the recent three decades, researchers have explored the experiences of
faculty of color and challenges experienced during their professional journey in higher
education (Arnold et al., 2016; Castro, 2015; Stanley, 2006; Turner et al., 2008). These
studies have explored topics such as job satisfaction, the isolation experienced, unjust
work expectations, and lack of mentorship. Additionally, there is extensive research
available on the injustices faced by faculty of color based on class, gender, and sexual
orientation (Turner et al., 2008). However, although there is a plethora of research
available, there are limitations to each of these studies when exploring the impacts of the
tenure and promotion process on female faculty of color. Additionally, literature seems to
be sparse regarding how the challenges of tenure and promotion on female faculty of
color have been addressed at predominantly White institutions. The following studies
illustrate the array of research and methodologies that have been applied to explore the
impacts of tenure and promotion on faculty of color and female faculty, as well as the
limitations of these studies.
Croom Research
Within this qualitative study, Croom (2017) examined the racism and sexism
Black female faculty experience in the academy. Purposive sampling was applied as
participants needed to self-identify in the following ways: (a) racially Black, (b) female,
(c) tenured and holding the rank of professor, and (d) specialized in the field of higher
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education. Critical race feminist theory was the framework used to guide the data
collection and analysis. Overall, seven women were selected to participate in three oneon-one, semi-structured interviews. The first interview focused on sharing background
information, while the second interview was used to reflect on the experience of the
tenure and promotion process. The final interview asked participants to make meaning of
their experience in higher education. A few codes that arose included mentorship, tenure
experiences, collegiality, and aspirations. Three themes emerged: dominant narratives of
professorship, navigating aspirations and expectations, and racialized and gendered
microaggressions.
Similar to Croom’s (2017) study, many researchers have examined the experience
of female faculty of color (Baldwin & Griffin, 2015; Castro, 2015; Dade et al., 2015;
Porter et al., 2020; Turner et al., 2008), and these studies are useful in drawing attention
to the phenomenon that the tenure and promotion process is isolating, discriminatory, and
exploitative. The scope of Croom’s (2017) study is limited to a specific race and
discipline which is a benefit to the overall literature in terms of understanding the
experience of Black female faculty in the field of higher education; however, this study is
lacking in regard to what has been done so far to address the oppressive nature of the
tenure and promotion process.
Cundiff, Danube, Zawadzki, and Shields Research
Cundiff, Danube, Zawadzki, and Shields (2018) claimed that although the
majority of individuals to receive a doctoral degree are women, they are underrepresented
within higher education. The researchers provided literature to support their argument
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that gender bias is difficult to detect but is likely to appear within postsecondary
education structures, practices, and interactions.
Cundiff, Danube, Zawadzki, and Shields’ (2018) study aimed to determine if an
intervention is employed, might it lead to a reduction in gender bias during the tenure and
promotion process when reviewing female faculty materials. The researchers
administered a low-cost intervention—the Workshop Activity for Gender Equity
Simulation in the Academy (WAGES)—as a two-part study. Part one was the
intervention phase where participants either completed WAGES, an information-only
condition, or a group-activity condition. Part two was the application phase that was
completed at least one week after the intervention phase. During the application phase,
participants were randomly assigned to evaluate reviews for female candidates that were
either blatantly sexist, subtly sexist, or nonsexist.
The researchers concluded an intervention is necessary in order to address the
gender inequity within higher education. Participants who engaged with WAGES were
more likely to detect and report concerns related to subtle gender biases in comparison to
those who engaged with one of the two control conditions. Although the analysis
included 177 participants, they were undergraduate students, not faculty. Thirty-six
participants identified as male and 139 identified as female. Additionally, it is unknown
as to whether the intervention, WAGES, equips participants to apply the knowledge
gained.
Cundiff, Danube, Zawadzki, and Shields’ (2018) study is an example of how one
might apply an intervention in order to enhance the tenure and promotion process.
However, there are limitations to undergraduates partaking in the intervention in
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comparison to faculty who are equipped with the knowledge and awareness needed when
evaluating a colleague’s tenure and promotion materials.
Diggs, Garrison-Wade, Estrada, and Galindo’s Research
Diggs et al. (2009) applied a critical race theory (CRT) framework within their
self-study which explored the experiences of faculty of color at a predominantly White
institution, more specifically, seeking to understand diversity issues in relationship to
research, teaching, and service. The three research questions that guided this study were:
1. “What do participants identify as support for and barriers to them during the
tenure process?”
2. “How do faculty of color process and experience the diversity and equity
activities at Pinnacle (PU) and the Department of Education?”
3. “How do diversity and equity activities contribute to the professional growth
and development of participating faculty of color?” (Diggs et al., 2009, p. 318)
Of the four faculty of color engaged in this study, two identified as females, and
two identified as males. Additionally, two identified as African American and two
identified as Latinx, and they all held varying ranks within the academy. Participants
engaged in the following: (a) individual reflections regarding how diversity activities
informed their work towards gaining tenure; (b) one-on-one interviews which
documented their professional and personal history as faculty; and (c) focus group
conversations related to how diversity initiatives are present within one’s teaching,
scholarship, and service. Three focus groups were scheduled and facilitated by one of the
researchers who was also a participant of the study.
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Two of the participants coded and themed the focus group transcripts using
constant comparative analysis which resulted in the following themes: academic identity,
confronting diversity, mentoring, safe space, frustrations, opportunity costs, coping
strategies, and systems change. Similar to many predominantly White institutions in
higher education, one of the goals of the Department of Education at Pinnacle University
was to recruit and retain a diverse student and faculty body and engaging in diversity
efforts was one approach to address the issue. However, the researchers found it difficult
as faculty of color to balance between the program needs and service expectations while
trying to navigate cultural dissonance and avoiding assimilation at a predominantly White
institution.
Overall, this study identified challenges faced by faculty of color when navigating
tenure and promotion expectations (e.g., research, teaching, service) at a predominately
White institution. However, the researchers were participants of their study which puts in
question the validity of their research.
Jones, Hwang, and Bustamante Research
Jones, Hwang, and Bustamante’s (2015) phenomenological study aimed to
determine how African American female faculty navigate and successfully attain tenure
and promotion. The research question explored within this study was, “How do select
African American female faculty members at predominately White institutions in the
United States describe their experiences in successfully attaining tenure and promotion?”
(p. 138). Additionally, the two theoretical frameworks applied were: (a) Black feminist
thought aimed at providing African American females visibility and a platform where
their voices and lived experiences might be heard, and (b) relational-cultural theory, a
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model of resilience to better understand how Black female faculty successfully obtained
tenure and promotion.
A purposive sampling scheme consisting of network and criteria sampling were
used to select participants best suited for this study. The five participants selected took
part in an informal 45-90-minute interview which resulted in the following themes:
experience of systematic oppression, need for external supports, and employment of
internal coping mechanisms. Overall the researchers found that female faculty of color at
predominantly White institutions are likely to face systemic oppression, and it is essential
that “college and university leaders can foster and sustain professional climates that are
conducive to the success of African American female faculty members by modeling and
instituting policies and practices that counteract the subtleties of systemic oppression
outlined based on the results of this study” (p. 146). Jones, Hwang, and Bustamante
(2015) supported the call for university leadership and faculty at predominately White
institutions to refine the tenure and promotion process in order to better support the
success of their female faculty of color.
Thomas and Hollenshead Research
Thomas and Hollenshead’s (2001) study aimed to address the following research
question: “How have academic women of color managed to cope, professionally and
personally, given their marginalized position, and how have they used their position as a
point and place of resistance to racism, sexism, and classism?” (p. 166). A secondary
analysis was conducted using quantitative and qualitative data from surveys and
interviews. Regarding the survey, faculty who participated held at least half-time
appointments, were employed for at least one year at a large state university in the Great
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Lakes vicinity, and occupied either a tenure, tenure-track, clinical, instructor, or lecturer
position. The researchers received 1,167 completed surveys—a 44% response rate—
which included 377 respondents self-identified as female. At least 52 respondents
identified as a female of color, which was approximately 14% of the 377 female
participants.
The researchers focused on the responses to items that measured potential
marginalization. The following themes were shared: organizational barriers, institutional
climate, lack of respect from one’s colleagues, unwritten rules that govern university life,
and mentoring. For example, at least 60% of the 52 female of color participants in this
study agreed that there were organizational barriers that negatively impacted their career
progress. Additionally, women of color had the lowest mean scores in comparison to
White women, men of color, and White men in many of the descriptors regarding
climate. Some of these descriptors included: hostile, disrespectful, unsupportive, and
uncaring institutional climate.
Urrieta Jr., Mendez, and Rodriguez Research
Similar to much of the research regarding the experience of faculty of color,
Urrieta Jr., Mendez, and Rodriguez (2015) examined the experience of tenure-track
Latina/o faculty. The researchers recruited nine female and seven male participants using
purposeful sampling in order to address the following research question: "How do
Latina/o professors perceive, experience, and negotiate the tenure and promotion
process?" (p. 1154). This longitudinal qualitative study consisted of in-depth semistructured interviews and unstructured ethnographic interviews that occurred over a nineyear period; participants engaged in at least three interviews during that time.
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Critical race theory, Latino critical race theory, and Chicana feminism
frameworks were used to explore the experiences of the tenure and promotion process on
Latinx faculty at affiliated universities within the southwestern area of the United States.
Overall, an inductive analysis was employed and the following themes arose: (a) the
tenure and promotion process was perceived as a “tool of fear,” (b) the process was
unclear, (c) if tenure was received individuals received limited respect in comparison to
their other colleagues, and (d) their “supervivencia” allowed them as Latinx faculty to
cope with the negative environment (p. 1155).
Summary
Garrison-Wade et al.’s (2012) research focused on the challenges faced by tenuretrack faculty; however, their sample size was small as it only included four individuals:
two female faculty of color and two male faculty of color. Similar to Urrieta Jr., Mendez,
and Rodriguez’s (2015) study, Garrison-Wade et al.’s (2012) research was not limited to
a particular gender. Urrieta Jr., Mendez, and Rodriquez (2015) focused on the Latinx
experience, while Jones, Hwang, and Bustamante’s (2015) study related to the African
American female experience in higher education. Both studies contribute useful
perspective related to the impacts of the tenure and promotion process on faculty of color;
however, they are similar to most of the summarized empirical research located that draw
attention to the phenomenon of the oppression faced by female faculty of color.
Several studies (Alfred, 2001; Dade et al., 2015; Jones et al., 2015; Rodriguez &
Boahene, 2012) explored the ways in which female faculty of color maintained resiliency
while navigating predominately White institutions. For example, Thomas and
Hollenshead (2001) explored how women of color in the academy coped and persevered
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in order to be successful as faculty. One consistent pattern among these studies and
plethora of research available on this topic is that scholars have yet to demonstrate how
they are addressing the oppressive nature of the tenure and promotion process for female
faculty of color. Jones, Hwang, and Bustamante’s (2015) recommendations highlight that
in order to provide support, leaders of postsecondary institutions must maintain
awareness of the challenges experienced by women and faculty of color. Similarly,
Croom (2017) highlighted that higher education administrators and faculty should
intentionally participate in efforts that address the challenges faced by Black females and
other minority faculty in order to create an equal and equitable professional experience.
Theoretical Construct
The theoretical framework of intersectionality is used to examine the data
collected within this study. Intersectionality originated in the late 1980s with an emphasis
on anti-discrimination and social movement politics; however, it has evolved throughout
the years as an analytical tool employed to critically analyze inequalities across a wide
range of power dynamics politically and within the academy (Cho et al., 2013; Dill &
Zambrana, 2009). More specifically, intersectionality is often acknowledged as an
approach to analyzing identity, but rather it focuses on uncovering ways in which various
identities, such as race and gender, are woven into societal systems and practices of
inequality (Carastathis, 2014; Cho et al., 2013; Dill & Zambrana, 2009). Thus, when
reflecting on the research questions guiding this study, intersectionality is an ideal
theoretical framework in exploring the awareness and impact of power related to the
success of female faculty of color engaged in the tenure and promotion process.

21
Additionally, critical race feminism (CRF) is used to frame this research study.
Unlike intersectionality, CRF provides detailed tenets useful in advancing this study in
order to honor and recognize the experiences of female faculty of color. CRF derived
from CRT and critical legal studies as a framework for analyzing the intersections of race
and gender. It aims to address social structures that uphold oppression and power
(Lincoln et al., 2017; Merriam, 1991; Wing, 2002). Unlike CRT, CRF is not limited to
story-telling or narrative methods; a multidisciplinary approach is encouraged in CRF
research “in which the law may be a necessary, but not sufficient, basis to formulate
solutions to racial dilemmas” (Wing, 2002, p. 162).
CRF consists of five tenants: (a) recognition that marginalized cultures have
moved ahead when the dominant culture benefits; (b) recognition that racism, sexism,
and classism are engrained in the culture of specific social constructs; (c) recognition that
narratives, story-telling, and counternarratives are essential to understanding the
historical and current normative views and systems of oppression; (d) efforts to push
against the dominant culture and myths related to race and gender; (e) efforts to merge
theory and practice in order to empower women of color and challenge the status quo
(Childers-McKee & Hytten, 2015; Croom, 2017).
CRF is the ideal theoretical underpinning for this study as it focuses on the
intersectionality of race and gender oppression. Additionally, CRF disrupts the concept
that there is a specific female experience, more specifically one that aligns only with the
White, middle class female experience (Childers-McKee & Hytten, 2015).
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Overall, intersectionality urges researchers to examine the impacts of power and
structures in upholding inequalities. While CRF pushes researchers and educators to
move beyond the normative views and behaviors that uphold racism and sexism.
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Chapter Three: Research Methodology
This chapter outlines the research methodology employed to address the two
research questions aimed at examining if administrators and faculty are aware of the
oppressive nature of the tenure and promotion process on female faculty of color. This
chapter includes how participants were selected for this study, research measures, data
collection processes, and methods for analysis.
Research Questions
The aim of this study is to determine if there are specific policies and practices
administrators and White faculty have employed to address the oppressive nature the
tenure and promotion process imposes on female faculty of color. The purpose of the first
research question is to determine the awareness of administrators and faculty related to
the research topic. The second research question is to determine if and how institutions
have worked to reduce the discrimination, exploitation, and isolation female faculty of
color experience during the tenure and promotion process.
Research Question 1: To what extent are institutions aware of the inequities
present within the tenure and promotion structure for female faculty of color?
Research Question 2: To what extent are postsecondary institutions addressing the
discrimination, exploitation, and isolation experienced by female faculty of color during
the tenure and promotion process?
Research Design
In order to explore shared experiences, narrative and phenomenological
approaches were used for much of the research available related to the experience of
female faculty of color within higher education (Diggs et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2015).

24
However, this study goes beyond exploring shared common experiences. The goal is to
identify if and how predominately White institutions are addressing the challenges within
the tenure and promotion process for women of color. The oppression female faculty of
color experience during the tenure and promotion process is the central phenomenon
affiliated with this study, thus, a grounded theory approach is useful in determining a
framework that addresses the phenomenon (Creswell, 2012) while allowing researchers
the ability to closely examine the relationships to a particular topic from varying
viewpoints (Corbin & Strauss, 2014). More specifically, the Straussian grounded theory
approach was applied to this research process. This methodology provides an opportunity
to better understand a situation and work towards changing that situation (Corbin &
Strauss, 2014). Grounded theory provides a structure for investigating the practices and
policies aligned with tenure and promotion to better understand if and how predominantly
White institutions are working to address inequities.
Since CRF will be used as a theoretical lens, this research design integrates
approaches from CRT. As Creswell (2012) explains, CRT consists of the researcher
challenging traditional theories and standards used to describe the experiences faced by
people of color, as well as determining solutions to addressing injustices faced based on
societal and institutional norms. CRF goes a step further in exploring the intersection of
race and gender, which aligns with grounded theory strategies used to study and
determine how hidden inequities and unjust practices and policies occur (Charmaz et al.,
2017). Intersectionality, as later described, will serve as a tool in determining the depth of
impact on various level (e.g., micro, meso, macro).
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Participants
Grounded theory requires 20 to 60 interviewees; generally, 20 to 30 allows the
researcher to achieve a detailed theory (Creswell, 2012). Within their study that
employed Straussian grounded theory, Thai, Chong, and Agrawal (2012) stopped at 35
cases when they could no longer discover new evidence. A similar approach was used
within this study whereas once saturation was present, further interviews with
participants concluded.
Similar to Jones, Hwang, and Bustamante’s (2015) study, a purposive sampling
scheme that included network and criteria sampling was used to select participants for
this study. Within grounded theory, individuals who generally participate are those who
have experienced or engaged with the central phenomenon (Creswell, 2012). Thus, a call
for participation was distributed through professional networks and listservs for
institutions and individuals who fit a particular criterion. The overarching criteria for all
participants included engagement with the tenure and promotion process to some
capacity, at least one female faculty of color who could support the validity of the
information shared, and affiliation with a predominately White institution; however,
postsecondary institutions were not limited based on type (e.g., public, private,
vocational, 4-year). Overall, two types of participants were required if an institution fit
the criteria: (a) administrators and tenured faculty who influence or engage with the
tenure and promotion evaluation process, and (b) at least one female faculty of color who
could confirm the information gathered from administrators and/or tenured faculty.
If an administrator or tenured faculty member providing information on the tenure
and promotion process was a female faculty of color, another female faculty of color was
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identified in order to collect additional data to confirm the information gathered from
other interviewees at that institution. Collecting additional qualitative data to determine if
a theory upholds as valid is a form of discriminant sampling (Creswell, 2012).
Measures
Semi-structured, one-on-one interviews served as the primary data source. Semistructured interviews require the researcher to cover the same topics or questions during
the interview, but thereafter offers space for interviewees to freely provide additional
information as well as for the researcher to ask additional questions (Corbin & Strauss,
2014). Within grounded theory, the researcher may conduct multiple interviews with an
interviewee to better understand the phenomenon, casual conditions, strategies, and
consequences (Creswell, 2012).
In terms of validity, theoretical sampling was used to validate the emerging
theory, thus reaching out to specific individuals throughout the coding process allowed
for further developing properties and dimensions (Corbin & Strauss, 2014; Thai et al.,
2012).
As Creswell (2012) explains, part of the data collection process is understanding
what the process was and how it unfolded:
The primary form of data collection is often interviewing in which the researcher
is constantly comparing data gleaned from participants with ideas about the
emerging theory. The process consists of going back and forth between the
participants, gathering new interviews, and then returning to the evolving theory
to fill in the gaps and to elaborate on how it works … The research questions that
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the inquirer asks of participants will focus on understanding how individuals
experience the process and identify the steps in the process. (p. 85)
More specifically, different approaches were applied to determine construct
validity, external validity, and internal validity. In regard to construct validity,
triangulation using multiple sources of data was employed (Flick, 2017). This included
comparing the changes of the shared tenure and promotion processes to recommendations
from various scholarly articles. Additionally, one-on-one interviews with at least one
female faculty of color from each institution or department was required to corroborate
the information gathered resulting in another strategy for testing construct validity.
Interviewing at least one female faculty of color in order to determine if the theory
upholds aligns with CRF which asserts that the experiences of women of color provides
insights into the current environment (Croom, 2017). Thus, it was important to include a
validity approach that required institutions to have at least one female faculty of color to
share their perspective on the tenure and promotion process. Additionally, institutions
had the option to provide documents that demonstrate how they have refined their tenure
and promotion process, this included faculty handbooks and unit evaluation plans.
Finally, an additional approach Thai, Chong, and Agrawal (2012) used to test construct
validity consists of sharing the proposed model with interviewees for feedback and to
identify gaps if any were present. Respondents were asked to identify themselves in the
model and if they were unable to do so it allowed the researcher an opportunity to further
develop the model until respondents could locate themselves. This approach was
employed within the study.
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Closely following Straussian’s coding process provided structure for testing
external validity. During the selective coding process, researchers work to trace specific
incidents affiliated with the phenomenon through successive levels of a conditional
matrix. The conditional matrix includes eight stages starting from a micro-level and
moving towards a macro-level: (a) action that pertains to a phenomenon level, (b)
interaction level, (c) group, individual, collective level, (d) sub-organizational, subinstitutional level, (e) organizational and institutional level, (f) community level, (g)
national level, and (h) international level (Kenny & Fourie, 2015). Tracing incidents
through the matrix allows researchers to “identify the significant conditions activating the
phenomena, and/or the consequences arising from it” (Kenny & Fourie, 2015, p. 1277).
The conditional matrix within Straussian grounded theory approach aligns with
intersectionality which Carastathis (2014) noted is used to examine a social phenomena
from micro-, meso-, and macro-levels. This approach was explored during the analysis
stage of the study.
Regarding internal validity, Thai, Chong, and Agrawal (2012) compared their
data consistently to existing literature in order to consider potential rival explanations.
Additionally, during the initial literature review process, several scholarly articles
provided recommendations as to how predominately White institutions may address the
isolation, discrimination, and exploitation experienced by female faculty of color. The
refinements to the tenure and promotion process reported by interviewees were compared
to the recommendations highlighted within the array of literature available related to this
topic to ensure that the changes aligned with recommendations within the literature.

29
During the Straussian grounded theory process, the literature is referred to at every stage
of the analysis process (Kenny & Fourie, 2015).
Lastly, in terms of reliability continuous interviewing occurred when necessary
until no new findings are available. Additionally, Thai, Chong, and Agrawal (2012) noted
the need for transparency during the research process and maintaining a detailed record
of the methodology for replicability.
Data Collection
Prior to each interview, the researcher shared a set of questions developed to
determine how the institution made changes to their tenure and promotion process, who
was involved in the determining and implementing the changes, how those changes were
evaluated, and the impact of those changes. A copy of the questions for faculty,
administrators, and female faculty of color can be found in Appendices A and B.
If participants granted consent, interviews were recorded and transcribed for the
purpose of coding and theming. During the interviews the researcher engaged as a
listener and asked probing questions, when needed, to encourage participants to provide
additional details or clarity related to their experience (Starks & Trinidad, 2007).
Regarding participants’ consent, the researcher completed Seattle Pacific University’s
Institutional Review Board process prior to launching the study. This process included
demonstrating how the researcher would protect the identity and confidentiality of each
participant, as well as how the researcher would request consent from the study’s
participants before proceeding with an interview.
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Data Analysis
Grounded theory analysis consists of a constant comparative method. This
includes open coding, axial coding, and selective coding (Creswell, 2012; Starks &
Trinidad, 2007). The first step of the data analysis process is the open coding stage which
consists of examining and categorizing the gathered data. The researcher’s goal was to
identify categories of information connected to the central phenomenon (Creswell, 2012;
Kenny & Fourie, 2015; Starks & Trinidad, 2007). During the open coding process,
dimensions for each category was established to create a dimensional profile for each
(Kenny & Fourie, 2015).
The second step is referred to as axial coding. This stage of the analysis process
required the researcher to explore what factors contributed to the central phenomenon,
determine what actions were taken in response to the central phenomenon, and identify
potential contextual and intervening conditions that may influence the strategies utilized
(Creswell, 2012; Starks & Trinidad, 2007). In this second step, connections between the
potential core category and sub-categories begin to develop and are connected using the
following paradigm model: (a) causal conditions, (b) context, (c) intervening conditions,
(d) action/interactional strategies, and (e) consequences (Kenny & Fourie, 2015).
Finally, as the process continued the researcher determined inter-relationships
between the categories resulting in a core category. Within the Straussian ground theory
approach, selective coding occurs once the core category is determined. Thereafter, the
researcher followed through with five steps: (a) developing a story line which describes
the central phenomenon; (b) using the paradigm model the researcher drew attention to
the relationships between the subsidiary categories and the core category; (c) alongside
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step two, the researcher established the dimensions of the core category; (d) as a theory
emerged the researcher explored the validity, and (e) thereafter filled in any gaps that
remained which resulted in conceptual density (Kenny & Fourie, 2015).
In summary, the analysis process consisted of multiple steps starting with a
thorough analysis of the first round of interview transcripts. After every few interviews,
the transcripts were edited by listening to the recordings while sorting through the Zoom
captioning document line by line. Thereafter, the researcher read through the edited
transcripts in order to reflect on the overall picture, and then re-read the transcripts once
more line-by-line as an inductive approach to data analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2014).
During the line-by-line analysis, the researcher noted initial codes.
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Chapter Four: Results of Study
Once the study received IRB approval, the call for participants was distributed
through the researcher’s professional networks at various institutions. Within a couple
weeks at least 18 individuals expressed interest in participating in the study. Another call
was distributed to the same group of colleagues across different institutions asking that
they share the email again with others who may be interested in the study. This resulted
in another six individuals expressing interest in participation. Although there was a total
of 24 individuals who contacted the researcher expressing interest, only 20 individuals
followed through with the entire process across six institutions within two states in the
Pacific Northwest.
Participants’ Demographics
Generally, 20 to 30 interviewees permit the researcher to achieve a detailed
theory. Additionally, participants were required to have experienced or engaged with the
central phenomenon of the study (Creswell, 2012). Thus, the call for participants
included that each institution participating in the study should have at least one female
faculty of color who could corroborate the information gathered as an additional test of
validity. Of the six institutions that participated in this study, all except one was able to
identify at least one female faculty of color to corroborate the information shared
regarding awareness of the tenure and promotion process and its impact on female faculty
of color. This institution did include an interviewee who identified as a female
administrator of color. Although another female faculty of color was not identified, the
data from this interviewee was included during the analysis phase as much of the
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information shared aligned with the experiences of female faculty of color at the other
five institutions.
Table 1 provides the self-identified characteristics for each participant, as well
as the percent of overall participants who held affiliated characteristics. While the Pacific
Northwest includes multiple states within the United States, many participants who
identified as female faculty of color expressed concerns about being identified by
administrators and colleagues at their institution. Thus, the data within Table 1, especially
the disciplines, was generalized to avoid specificity that might expose participants.
Table 1
Summary of Participants’ Demographics
Self-identification

n

%

Female

14

70

Male

6

30

Black

1

5

Latinx or Hispanic

2

10

Middle Eastern

2

10

East Asian

3

15

South Asian

1

5

Multiracial

3

15

White (Jewish)

3

15

White (non-Hispanic)

5

25

Assistant Professor

3

15

Associate Professor

7

35

Gender

Race/Ethnicity

Position

34

Professor

5

25

Faculty Chair

3

15

Dean

1

5

Vice President

1

5

Self-identification

n

%

Agriculture

2

10

Communications

2

10

Education

3

15

Fine and Applied Arts

1

5

Liberal Arts

6

30

Science

4

20

Other

2

10

Community College (2-year)

3

15

University (4-year)

17

85

Public

15

75

Private

5

25

≤ 5,000

5

25

5,001-15,000

4

20

15,001-25,000

9

45

25,001-35,000

0

0

35,001-45,000

2

10

Discipline/Department

Institution Type

Public or Private Institution

Approximate Number of Enrolled Students Annually
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Within Table 1, each faculty chair held either an assistant, associate, or full
professor title at the time of this study; however, they were only counted within the
faculty chair category as their participation was primarily based on their experience,
perspective, and observations as a faculty chair at their institution.
Open Coding
As the first step of the coding process, open coding is an opportunity to break
apart the data into major categories (Creswell, 2012). After every few interviews, the
researcher edited the transcripts and then reviewed them line-by-line in order to achieve
saturation, avoid researcher bias, and determine if there were additional follow-up
questions for interviewees. During the line-by-line review of the transcripts, the
researcher noted selected codes in an Excel document as well as composed a memo
summarizing the overall relationships between the discovered codes (Corbin & Strauss,
2014).
Table 2
Researcher Selected Codes
Accountability

Cultural Change

Hiring

Advocacy

Evaluation clarity

Listening

Committee structures

Everyone benefits

Mentoring

Community

Funding

Workload

Table 2 provides a list of codes the researcher selected during the open coding
process. The following paragraphs provide a conceptual description for each code
(Corbin & Strauss, 2014) as well as example statements from interviewees that better
illustrate the affiliated code’s meaning.
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Accountability
Regarding the role of administration and faculty peers in addressing the
oppressive nature of tenure and promotion, many participants emphasized the need for
individuals to be held responsible for creating and sustaining change related to the
discrimination, isolation, and exploitation experienced by female faculty of color and
other marginalized identities.
I think that administrators really need to be holding departments accountable.
Especially when we want to look at mirroring our student populations because we
know the research tells us that students of color, do better when they are taught by
people of color. (P2)
We need more awareness. We have a lot of faculty and staff who are really good
about professional development and educating themselves and doing workshops
and doing trainings and going to conferences and being aware and doing readings
and doing book groups and listening to podcasts and doing everything they need
to do … but there’s not the same level of accountability to do those kinds of
things. There's no evaluation of them. (P11)
Participant 11 spoke to the inequalities present regarding who is held accountable
for trying to address the discrimination, isolation, and exploitation female faculty of color
experience. As their statement illustrates, there are faculty and staff engaged in learning,
listening, and influencing change, however, there are many other faculty and staff who
are not engaged in this work and there are no measures in place to hold them accountable
for their lack of learning and change.
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Advocacy
Multiple female faculty of color, as well as their White peers participating in this
study, shared the need for faculty colleagues to serve as advocates during the tenure and
promotion process. Some participants provided examples of how their colleagues served
as advocates for them in the past, and the impact that made on their experience while
working to achieve tenure.
Often it has been the actions of key actors—one chair, key union officers,
program colleagues—who have advocated, taken the heat. Also important is the
arrival of several faculty in recent years who have been very forceful advocates
… and have changed the department culture. (P1)
As far as White faculty, I think, white faculty need to be observant and I would
say sort of vigilant in terms of support for their colleagues and noticing when
there is an undue burden … but be in the role of advocating … helping distribute
the workload burden and calling it out. (P6)
I think it's a mix between being an ally [and] being an advocate when it's needed,
and shutting the [obscenity] up when needed … I think it's really important for
white faculty to also be able to probably hear some things that are really
uncomfortable and that they don't want to hear. And also to understand that they
are part of the system. (P10)
Committee Structures
Another code present throughout the interviews was the mention of committee
structures, including faculty governance and the power within those structures.
Participants of color mentioned consistently being asked to serve on diversity
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committees, but rarely ever approached to serve on curriculum committees, status
committees, and other structures that hold a great deal of power.
I'm like, I would love it if someone were to reach out to me and say, we'd like you
to be on the research committee, we'd like you to be on this tenure committee,
we'd like you to be on this major funding decision committee … not just always
being called out to serve on the diversity committee. (P3)
I can't claim that there's good accountability in this work, there isn't and that's one
of the reasons I like working with our faculty committees … once it goes through
faculty committees or it's gone into a handbook … I feel like it becomes
solidified. (P15)
Community
Multiple participants, including White colleagues, drew attention to observing
their female faculty of color seek out community in order to build support and maintain
resiliency during their professional journey. At least three of the female faculty of color
shared that they spent their first year seeking community, and they felt that allowed them
to achieve tenure due to the support they had built at the institution.
It's a horrible experience and of course I cried [while working toward tenure]. But
I think I was able to do it because, like I told you … I spent my first year building
capital and making friends. I made a lot of friends … I probably knew if I was
going to survive here, I needed to build community. Yep. So I did that my first
year and I'm telling you that support was necessary. (P12)

39
Cultural Change
This particular concept was discussed primarily in regard to the role of
administration in addressing the oppressive nature of tenure and promotion. Additionally,
multiple participants spoke to White patriarchal culture throughout higher education, and
if change is to occur it should include acknowledging the White supremacist behaviors
and norms built into tenure and promotion.
Universities are old systems that are resistant to change. We are working on a
model that is 100, 200, 300, 400 years old … and it was built by wealthy white
men, and it is geared towards wealthy white men. (P10)
I think perhaps in the white community, there is a level of comfortability of not
saying things … if we're not explicit with this kind of dialogue it really leaves
people out. And so then it leaves people out in a way that either they feel that their
voice should be less than because they're trying to assimilate … there's a lot of
things that are unsaid and assumed within this cultural landscape that make our
conversations not even equal. (P7)
Evaluation Clarity
Several participants discussed the importance of clear evaluation matrices during
the tenure file review process and lack of clarity they experienced during the evaluation
of their tenure file. Most agreed that they knew what should be included in their tenure
file, but clarity was lacking regarding how their faculty colleagues would be evaluating
their success. Additionally, a few participants shared their experience supporting female
faculty of color who were targeted during their evaluations.
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My first year when I was here, I was really concerned that there wasn't a number
listed for total publication … I kept complaining about that and saying to people
that this has worked for all the white people who have just gotten tenure, but
ambiguity gets racialized. (P12)
First off, the evaluation process is geared to achieve some form of equality.
However, is there even equality? That is a whole other breakdown … but no there
is not equality when not everyone is prepared the same, to some extent. However,
the evaluation process should consider how it could be equitable. (P8)
This is why I think the definition you're using is so profound to this conversation
because my experience with the process is that it has been discriminatory,
isolating, and exploitative … Now, I think for me, that has also highlighted why
this is still such a big problem in the academy … the fact that people are still
willing to say racist things in their evaluations of colleagues astonishes me. (P19)
Everyone Benefits
Although this study is focused on female faculty of color, participants offered
their perspectives and observations on the negative impacts of tenure and promotion on
other marginalized identities such as queer faculty, faculty of color, neurodiverse faculty,
and faculty with disabilities. Multiple noted that if the oppressive behaviors and norms
upheld by tenure and promotion were addressed, then all identities would benefit from an
equitable and just structure.
White people think I'm asking to be special … I’m a black woman so I need more
time, or I need this, I need that, and having to remind people like these are things
anybody could take advantage of … because if we were to actually center the
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most marginalized minoritized identities [then] everybody would benefit … there
would be a universal benefit. (P12)
Funding
This particular concept was discussed by more than half of the interviewees. The
overall concept includes increasing diversity through cluster hires, resourcing cultural
competence trainings for faculty and administrators, and offering course releases or
grants to balance out the increasing workload posed on female faculty of color and other
marginalized identities. For example, participant 3 shared, “We've documented and
recognized issues at hand. And then we're providing ways to counter it and oftentimes the
ways to counter it is with money … let’s recognize, address, and fund critical needs.” The
financial resourcing was also discussed by participant 14 who specifically stated,
“honestly, until administrators actually put their money where their mouth is and hire …
a significant number of faculty of color then these issues will continue.” The statement
from participant 14 not only relates to funding, but also feeds into hiring priorities and
practices which was also discussed by the majority of interviewees.
Hiring
More than half of the study’s participants discussed early in their interviews the
importance of hiring in order to increase diversity in higher education. This would later
transition to the challenges of retaining female faculty of color due to the oppressive
nature of the tenure process.
I think from the beginning of the process it has already kind of excluded diverse
faculty members, especially the tenure track positions … but right now I think our
process definitely doesn't provide opportunities for people of color and women of
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color because we can't even get through the front door. There really is a lot of
opportunity for bias in these hiring committees because you've got three people in
one division that are probably pretty set in their ways … and they've been able to
control that narrative for years so I think that's a barrier for us until we restructure
the way faculty hiring is done. (P2)
Listening
Another concept that developed throughout the interviews was the lack of
listening that administrators and faculty colleagues were engaged in. One participant
mentioned that administrators’ ability to listen is performative as they do not follow
through with addressing the range of discrimination, isolation, and exploitation that
female faculty of color experience. Additionally, many White participants mentioned that
it is important to listen to their faculty of color in order to serve as advocates.
Possible solutions are already being expressed … white faculty can listen, and
elevate, and support … not that we [faculty of color] are always gonna agree,
we’re not always correct … but their role [as white faculty] is to listen to the
challenges and the cons within the tenure and promotion process. (P16)
As shared by participant 3, “Whenever I mentioned [addressing the evaluation criteria]
… it was politely, I think ignored, even when I emailed it out to anyone it seemed to
disappear.” While White colleagues in this study saw the need to listen to their faculty of
color, as participant 3 shared, this is not a trend of many White faculty and
administrators.
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Mentoring
The concept of mentoring arose throughout most interviews in different ways.
Faculty chairs who participated in this study mentioned their roles as mentors; however,
at least three female faculty of color mentioned experiencing discrimination or a hostile
work environment due to their faculty chair who identified as a female of color. These
participants were affiliated with three different institutions; thus, they were each sharing
their experience on different chairs who identify as women of color. Mentoring also
developed throughout the interviews as an opportunity to support pre-tenure female
faculty of color during the first two years at their institution. Each described their ideal
mentor differently; some participants were interested in a mentor who could contribute to
creating community while others desired a mentor who could assist them in preparing for
a successful tenure review.
I think junior faculty of color and women of color feel even more alone. And it is
challenging for a junior person to reach out to a senior person about their
challenges … I would make a real pitch for having group cohort mentoring …
community is essential for success, [and] I think administrators can actually fund
stuff like that … like in a real way, I mean a faculty mentoring program. (P14)
Workload
Several participants recognized the extensive workload carried by female faculty
of color. The data related to this concept included invisible labor such as advising and
supporting students of color who seek out women of color, other faculty of color, and
queer faculty. Additionally, administrators and faculty colleagues constantly asked
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female faculty of color to serve on diversity committees or teach additional diversityrelated courses without acknowledging their heavy workload.
For example, students of color seek us out as kind of mentors and start coming by
our office. Even students that we don't serve will find us … I don’t know how
many times I have had a student come in and need to close the door just to
process and cry … these are things that other people from other identities in the
institution won't take on. (P16)
There are so many students that come in and cry in my office … so that sort of
invisible labor … definitely the administration can do something about that. And
then like, I've had other colleagues talk about being asked to increase their
research literature, being asked to just sit on more committees. I do think that it’s
a little bit tricky to balance because what’s the alternative? I think administration
needs to think harder about it. (P13)
We're often asked to be on every frickin diversity committee or be the diversity
voice and so you get asked to do a lot of that work. And I don't think a lot of
white faculty understand how much of that work we’re doing but also the work of
like mentoring students. (P14)
Overall, the codes selected to describe the various concepts throughout the data
are connected in a variety of ways. For example, funding is its own concept, however it is
also present in other concepts such as hiring and mentoring. Advocacy was another code
that could be found within other concepts such as culture change and workload.
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Axial and Selective Coding
In grounded theory, axial coding is the second step that consists of drawing
connections between the concepts selected during the open coding process. During this
step, the researcher identifies the core dimension and thereafter creates categories
centered around the core dimension (Creswell, 2012). During this stage of the coding
process, comparative analysis is used to seek similarities and differences in the properties
and dimensions of the data (Corbin & Strauss, 2014). The final step in ground theory is
selective coding which is the researcher’s opportunity to construct a story that describes
the interrelationships of the categories developed during axial coding. This last step of
theory development is conveyed at the end of the study as a narrative statement or visual
picture (Creswell, 201). Chapter five provides a final illustration that describes the overall
relationships between the categories developed during axial coding.
Axial and selective coding are closely connected; thus, this section of the chapter
will provide an overview of the findings that arose after completing both processes
(Vollstedt & Rezat, 2019).
The central phenomenon affiliated with this study relates to the oppression female
faculty of color experience during the tenure and promotion process. Using a grounded
theory approach was useful in developing a framework to address the phenomenon
(Corbin & Strauss, 2014; Creswell, 2012). More specifically, this methodology provided
an opportunity to understand the phenomenon and how institutions could work toward
changing the situation. During the axial and selective coding process, the core category
that appeared consistently throughout the data was accountability; specifically, the
different levels of awareness and responsibility administrators and faculty embody to
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address the challenges imposed on female faculty of color during the tenure and
promotion process. Additional dimensions include acknowledgement, association, and
advocacy.
Within grounded theory, it is essential for the researcher to explore the
dimensions based on conditions, strategies, and consequences (Corbin & Strauss, 2014;
Creswell, 2012; Vollstedt & Rezat, 2019). Conditions describe variables that contribute
to the central phenomenon, while strategies include actions that may be taken in regard to
the central phenomenon. Finally, consequences provide potential outcomes of advancing
the selected strategies (Creswell, 2012). Table 3 provides an overview of the properties
for each dimension including the core dimension of accountability which evolved as the
study progressed. Chapter five will further discuss the details of each dimension.
Table 3
Properties for the Dimensions Related to the Central Phenomenon
Dimensions

Properties
Conditions

Accountability
(Core Dimension)

Need for
recognizing the
White patriarchal
and supremacist
culture present
within higher
education that
creates an
oppressive
experience for
female faculty of
color and other
marginalized
identities

Strategies
Engage in the
process of
acknowledging,
understanding
(associate), and
advocating for
change

Consequences
Creation of new and
refined processes and
norms that sustain
inclusive, equitable,
and just behaviors
and structures that
support female
faculty of color and
other marginalized
identities
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Acknowledgement Need to recognize
the complicities and
White supremacist
behaviors and
norms present
within tenure and
promotion
Association

Need for faculty and
administrators to
hold each other
liable when
discrimination,
isolation, and
exploitation occurs

Accept that higher Move beyond
education is rooted performative actions
in White supremacist to understanding the
culture and upholds depth of issues
patriarchal norms
present
and values
Work to understand Prioritize the
everyone’s
narratives and
association in
experiences of
upholding an
female faculty of
oppressive structure, color in order to
and holding one
understand specific
another accountable needs at one’s
in forwarding change institution

Need for faculty and
administrators to
recognize their role
and contributions to
upholding
oppressive norms
and structures
Advocacy

Need for faculty and
administrators to
take responsibility
for creating policies
and processes that
lead to change

Serve as advocates in Reduce/eliminate
ways that influence, oppressive behaviors,
demand, and
norms, and values to
progress concrete
recruit and retain
change
female faculty of
color and other
marginalized
identities

As illustrated in Table 3, accountability serves as the core dimension and
describes the extent to which institutions are aware of the discrimination, isolation, and
exploitation female faculty of color experience during the tenure and promotion process.
Accountability arose as the core dimension due to the number of codes in the open axial
process that spoke to taking responsibility for creating and sustaining change.
Additionally, some participants shared ways in which their colleagues and administration
were holding themselves accountable for initiating and forwarding change. However,
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many others shared ways in which administration and faculty colleagues were not
recognizing their role in transforming the culture, practices, and processes that impact
recruiting and retaining female faculty of color.
I think they need to first recognize their role, and I think that's a hard thing for
white people to understand their privilege. So there definitely needs to be that
awareness amongst white faculty about the privilege that they have. And then it's
their job again to use their voice. (P3)
I feel like it's all part of my job to make this field move with the times and not just
honor the legacies of people who led it before at different times … with different
visions. In order to do so one element relates to the curriculum and another relates
to the diversity of the faculty … there are structural problems in the whole field of
environment. (P1)
While participant 1’s statement, as a White faculty member, was in reference to a
field within the discipline of agriculture, they discussed a form of responsibility that
many of their female faculty of color expressed desire in seeing amongst their peers and
administration—individuals holding themselves accountable for leading change.
An additional dimension presented in Table 3 is acknowledgement. This
particular dimension relates to most of the codes presented in Table 2. In order to
understand the challenges faced by female faculty of color and recognize cultural change,
faculty peers and administrators need to acknowledge the issues.
In a perfect world, [tenure and promotion] would be a positive experience. It
would be a mentoring experience in its own right. I mean, the whole idea of a
review is supposed to be reflecting on what you did and where you're going, and
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other people sort of engaging with that and being supportive and being corrective,
to the extent that that needs to be happening … I feel like it plays out more as a
stress-inducing test-taking kind of thing and happens due to the predominantly
white culture that we have here. (P9)
I feel like there's a lot of work to do. You know there might be a person or two
who is working to address the issue and be more aware of the issues. And then
there might not be others who are … wanting to address the issue because it's
hard, and it's uncomfortable and it doesn't paint our college in a great light. But,
you know, you can't deal with the problem until you acknowledge the problem.
And so that first episode [is] acknowledgement. (P11)
The third dimension presented in Table 3 is association which is the need for
faculty colleagues and administration to recognize their individual role in upholding
White supremacist behaviors and norms. Multiple participants shared that not only have
White colleagues engaged in discriminatory and exclusionary practices, but female
faculty of color in leadership positions have also upheld some of these norms. Thus, it is
essential that everyone explores how they are associated with the oppressive norms
situated within tenure and promotion. This includes listening to the narratives presented
by female faculty of color in order to understand the challenges and solutions.
People make up the institution … when the process has been oppressive it can be
located in individuals’ actions where those people are not aware or committed
enough to appreciate the different backgrounds and experiences, and not enough
to push and move institutional obstacles … and indeed more likely do double
down on rules and authority. (P1)
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I can't understand somebody else's experience without them trusting me and
feeling comfortable enough with me to tell me what their experiences are. So it's
on me to not only listen but to hear it … and understand that just because I haven't
experienced that in my life, doesn't mean that it didn't happen, or that it hasn't
happened, or that it hasn't been a lifelong issue. (P10)
I have not had an administrator come to me and say, “Wow, this must be really
tough for you in particular, because we have so many non-white students here on
campus that need support,” and so [the] emotional labor is not recognized, you
know. (P21)
While the final dimension of advocacy was discussed by participants in various
ways, for example in the above statement by participant 1, several interviewees
mentioned the need for demanding change and moving beyond performative actions.
In summary, the core dimension central to addressing the phenomenon present
within this study consists of holding faculty peers and administrators accountable for
addressing the oppressive processes, behaviors, and norms embedded within tenure and
promotion. Additional dimensions include acknowledging, associating, and advocating
for change in order to recruit and retain female faculty of color.
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Chapter Five: Discussion
This final chapter provides an in-depth understanding of the core dimension of
accountability and how it relates to the central phenomenon. Additionally, the following
questions drove the overall research design and construction of the theoretical model later
discussed in this section.
To what extent are institutions aware of the inequities present within the tenure
and promotion structure for female faculty of color?
To what extent are postsecondary institutions addressing the discrimination,
exploitation, and isolation experienced by female faculty of color during the tenure and
promotion process?
In response to the two research questions, for the most part administrators and
faculty are aware of the inequities present within the tenure and promotion structure.
However, that awareness is displayed in different ways. Thus, the model shared within
this chapter will illustrate to what extent administrators and faculty are aware and
engaged in addressing the discrimination, exploitation, and isolation experienced by
female faculty of color during the tenure and promotion process.
In order to best understand the final theoretical model, it is important to discuss
the purpose of tenure and how interviewees currently perceive the role of tenure and
promotion. Academic tenure is the appointment of a faculty member who has met an
institution’s formal evaluation expectations (American Association of University
Professors, n.d.). Generally, this form of evaluation includes assessing one’s teaching,
research, and service achievements. Promotion can be included within the tenure process
or established separately, however, it usually includes a faculty member moving up the
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ranks from assistant professor to associate professor, and eventually full professor.
Tenure was established as a system to protect faculty and their academic freedom (Lee,
2014). Achieving tenure as a faculty member who identifies with at least one
marginalized identity within their discipline, you are provided the opportunity to
advocate for change without fear of retaliation against one’s employment (AbdulRaheem, 2016; Lee, 2014). However, as Lee (2014) explains with their article, the
“tenure system is often misunderstood as a feudal hierarchy awarding senior faculty with
unlimited autonomy while harnessing junior faculty to a millstone of committee work”
(p. 21). Due to the way in which many currently engage with tenure, evidence of this
misunderstanding arose within the study. Participants described the tenure process as
performative, stress-inducing, and a form of hazing. However, two participants at a
particular institution did share that while the tenure process at their organization does
uphold discrimination, isolation, and exploitation for women of color, it is much better
than some institutions as their organization has structured the process to serve as a form
of mentoring and support. One participant shared, “The tenure process is designed to be
really supportive. Your team supports you through the tenure process and they guide you
and answer your questions, and so we’ve got a pretty well-structured tenure and
promotion process” (P11).
This particular institution includes a team of tenured faculty as well as one student
representative focused on supporting pre-tenure faculty through a successful tenure
process. However, participant 11 did mention that the structure is still flawed as it is “a
little bit of a gatekeeper function.” Thus, while each institution might be doing well in
some areas, there is still need for improvement.
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The final outcome of this study resulted in a model useful in locating where
individuals are in regard to their awareness of the issues at their institution, and how they
are holding themselves accountable in addressing the oppressive nature of tenure and
promotion.
Initial Model: Validity Testing
Figure 1
Initial Theoretical Model

The first draft of the illustration presented in Figure 1 was shared with
participants to achieve validity. Within grounded theory, validity includes the researcher
checking their interpretation of the data with participants in order to alter or discard
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contradicting interpretations (Corbin & Strauss, 2014). Thus, participants were invited to
review the initial model and respond to three prompting questions:
1. Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular
tiers within the model?
2. Does the model capture areas in which you would like your colleagues and
administrators to be at in order to foster and sustain change?
3. Optional: Is there anything you would like to share regarding the model (e.g.,
overall thoughts, insights regarding how the model is or is not applicable to your
experience)?
The goal of distributing the initial model to participants to test construct validity
(Thai et al., 2012) was achieved as interviewees provided feedback in support of the
proposed theoretical model as well as identified a theme that was missing in the initial
model. See Appendix C for a detailed summary of the responses provided by participants
to the prompting questions.
Final Theoretical Model
For the most part, participants were in support of the initial model draft and
confirmed that their colleagues and administrators occupied at least one of the tiers
within the model. However, at least five participants mentioned that some of their faculty
colleagues and administrators were not even at the first tier of acknowledgement. For
example, participant 17 specifically asked, “Where do folks that haven’t bought in at all
fit into this? Is there a pre-accountability stage?” Thus, the initial draft model was edited
to include a pre-acknowledgement level.
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When I review these tiers, I feel like I have peers that aren't even at the
acknowledgement at their core. They may recognize but [sic] not sure they fully
admit to themselves or others that it's really an issue so they get stuck before they
can get to association … perhaps they even disassociate. In this I am
specifically speaking to white co-workers. (P2)
I see administration starting to Acknowledge, but not yet really moving into
Association. I see many of my colleagues in the Association tier, with another
small but determined contingent moving into Advocacy (though many remain in
Acknowledgment or less still). (P11)
The first level within acknowledgement was labeled, pre-acknowledgement based on
feedback on the model from participants. Additionally, the interview transcripts were
reviewed again to align points of data with the feedback received. During that additional
review of the transcripts, the oversight of pre-acknowledgement was noticed as there
were supporting data points throughout the interviews. For example, participants
mentioned engaging with colleagues who operated as gatekeepers or did not want to
change in order to protect their privileges and power. Participant 7 stated that, “the
gatekeepers are all persons that have this safety net and have forgotten.” While
participant two went deeper regarding this matter.
I think people in general are always threatened by difference, and you know if
they can't throw around their way of being a senior faculty member, or they feel
like they're going to get challenged in some way I think there's a fear of being
called out … I think a big piece of it is a fear that we've always done it this way,
we don't need somebody coming in telling us that. (P2)
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Additionally, one participant within this study was not included in the construct
validity as they shared within their first interview that they did not view the tenure and
promotion structure to be oppressive to any particular identity. While they did share
examples of ways in which the tenure process has been problematic based on their
experience, it was primarily situated in the belief that the process lacked clarity overall.
However, this participant’s interview response supports the existence of a preacknowledgement tier for those who may not recognize the extent to which tenure and
promotion is oppressive to female faculty of color.
Lastly, at least three participants drew attention to the need for administrators to
understand the historical context and current underlying systems at their institution that
may play a role in upholding oppressive practices and structures. This particular theme
was added to the association tier within the administration’s section of the model.
I think there is a process of understanding systems at the university (in addition to
engaging in narratives) before administrators move to Advocacy. (P6)
There is too much institutional baggage that keeps [administrators] from
becoming true advocates. (P10)
There are attempts to hear the voices of minoritized groups but I don’t think the
linkages are made in terms of thinking about the structure of the university
overall. (P14)
Figure 2
Final Theoretical Model
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Overall, the final theoretical model (see Figure 2) was edited to enhance the
design as recommended by participants. Additionally, the categories of acknowledgement
and association were edited to include observations, perspectives, and experiences of
study participants.
Implications
The following sections detail each category presented within Figure 2 as well as
the implications of the model in identifying an individual and institution’s awareness
regarding the oppressive nature of tenure and promotion. It should be noted that the final
theoretical model is not limited to supporting female faculty of color as many other
faculty from marginalized identities face oppression during the tenure and promotion
process. Participants shared examples of challenges faced during the tenure and
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promotion process by faculty who identify as queer, transgender, disable, and people of
color. Multiple participants shared their experience as females; this includes White
female participants. For example, participant 10, similar to at least four others who
provided specific examples of discrimination and bias, shared, “I think that in general, the
tenure and promotion system is very difficult for women especially if they want to have
children” (P10).
Additionally, participant 14 shared that when they informed their faculty chair
that their delivery date was set during her upcoming quarter, the faculty chair could not
provide a policy or process for how the female faculty member might prepare for the
possibility of delivering during the quarter. The faculty chair also could not identify how
the institution might support participant 14 and her students while she was away on
maternity leave during that quarter. Thus, the soon-to-be mother located a colleague to
stand in as a backup. When the quarter began, she informed her students that she might
suddenly be out due to her expected delivery.
I had said [to my students], “Okay, you might get an email from me that says, I'm
canceling class, and then you'll have a new instructor basically for the end of the
class.” I wrote every lecture for that instructor and gave it to them so that they
wouldn't have to do extra work … I went into the hospital on Thursday [and] I
canceled my Friday class. On Monday the new instructor came … and I got an
email on Saturday. And it was like, “Hi professor. I'm assuming you had your
baby since you canceled class. I was wondering if I could make an appointment
with you to talk about my grade.” (P14)
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Participant 14 shared that they always received good student evaluations in all
their years as an educator, however, that was the first quarter that they received an
average score of threes which was much lower than their usual scores.
Overall, while this study was focused on female faculty of color, the final model
is applicable to faculty of other marginalized identities. Thus, the following subsections
describe the implications of each tier in regard to female faculty of color, but the overall
theoretical model is applicable to a wider range of marginalized identities.
Accountability
Weaved throughout the three tiers within this model is the essence of
accountability in influencing, enacting, and sustaining change. The extent to which
institutions were aware of the oppressive nature of tenure and promotion on female
faculty of color fell within the core theme of accountability. Thus, accountability serves
as an umbrella term for identifying to what extent administrators and faculty are aware of
the oppressive processes, behaviors, and norms embedded within the foundation of tenure
and promotion. Accountability is defined as assuming responsibility for one’s actions and
consists of holding one liable for their conduct and performance (Oxford English
Dictionary, “Accountability,” 2021). The term was used by at least six participants to
describe the need for change and responsibility for addressing the oppressive nature of
tenure and promotion. More specifically, participants generally felt that administrators
and faculty peers were aware of the oppressive nature of tenure and promotion. It is
apparent that for change to occur, individuals need to recognize their role in impacting
change and move beyond recognition to holding themselves and their colleagues
responsible for enforcing change.
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Finally, accountability is not limited to White faculty and White administrators.
Multiple participants shared examples of how administrators of color engaged in
behaviors and norms during the tenure and promotion process that were discriminatory,
isolative, and exclusionary. Jones and Okun (2001) noted that White supremacy culture is
not limited to White people but include damaging norms and standards that can be
present within people of color. Thus, when the model draws attention to White
supremacy characteristics and White patriarchy, it is not limiting affiliated behaviors and
norms to White faculty and administrators.
Acknowledgment
As Figure 3 illustrates, acknowledgement consists of recognizing that existing
processes and norms uphold oppressive structures and experiences. However, during the
construct validity segment of this study, participants shared that the initial version of the
model did not account for individuals who have yet to recognize that the tenure and
promotion structure is oppressive to female faculty of color. Thus, the tier of
acknowledgement was edited to include two levels.
Participants viewed acknowledgement as the first step towards change, however,
many mentioned that acknowledgment at times can be a form of lip service which aligns
with much of the literature regarding the experience of female faculty of color (Wallace
et al., 2012). Thus the first level, pre-acknowledgement, covers individuals who either do
not accept or admit that the tenure and promotion structure is oppressive to female faculty
of color. This can present itself in an array of ways from denial of oppression to fear of
one’s role in upholding an oppressive structure. Overall, it includes not admitting that
there is an issue or individuals’ engaging with the issue in a performative manner.
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Figure 3
Acknowledgement Segment of the Model

The second level, full acknowledgement, moves beyond being complicit. It
includes one’s ability to recognize the features of oppression within tenure and
promotion. More specifically, individuals accept that higher education is rooted in White
supremacist culture and White patriarchy (Garrison-Wade et al., 2012; Gusa, 2010;
Jacobson, 2012; Nakamura, 2019). The recognition of how whiteness in integrated
throughout higher education is essential to the next tier of accountability.
Association
While the expectations affiliated with acknowledgement are related to
administrators and faculty peers, these expectations look different for each of those
groups within the association tier (see Figure 4). First off, association consists of the indepth and critical understanding of how individuals and the institution contribute to
upholding an oppressive tenure and promotion structure.
Higher education consists of organizations that are resistant to change and
completely fail to see the impact they have had on upholding discriminatory and
white supremacist system [sic] because they see themselves as agents of change
and transformation. (P10)
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I think much more work would need to be done on the association part. I think it
is difficult to situate oneself in these big structural conversations. (P14)
[In an administrator role] some of the things that I'll do is provide training around
inclusive leadership for department chairs and deans. So thinking about how do
you support faculty of color … and just being aware of the dynamic [and]
awareness around some of the challenges that faculty of color will face. (P15)
Figure 4
Association Segment of the Model

Regarding administrators, it is their responsibility to critically examine their
individual role in upholding White patriarchal norms. Additionally, administrators are
responsible for exploring and understanding the historical context of the institution in
upholding these White supremacist systems and norms. As participant 14 points out, a
great deal of the work includes understanding how one is situated within the bigger
structural conversation. This includes critically examining and understanding the large
structural conversation that surrounds historical and current practices at the institution.
Rather than examining the historical context of the institution, faculty peers
should focus on how their department contributes to upholding oppressive norms such as
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discrimination, isolation, and exploitation. Similar to administrators, faculty peers should
also examine how they as individuals uphold White patriarchal behaviors and norms
during the tenure and promotion process.
For both parties to understand the challenges and needs of female faculty of color,
they should engage with narratives from individuals affiliated within that identity.
Currently many institutions, especially predominately White institutions, are prone to
silencing female faculty of color rather than inviting them to share their experiences in
order to end the cycle of oppression present within higher education (Marbley, 2007;
Stanley, 2006). Critical race theory is a useful tool in analyzing for understanding the
experiences of women of color in higher education (Guillaume & Apodaca, 2022; Turner
et al., 2011). These narratives should allow administrators and faculty to better
understand what is unique to their institution and specific departments. Additionally, this
knowledge and understanding will support faculty and administrators in shifting towards
the next tier of advocacy.
Advocacy
The female faculty of color within this study provided ways they could have been
supported and ways in which they were supported by their colleagues and administrators
during the tenure and promotion process. At least six participants used the term advocate
or advocacy to describe what they needed most from their colleagues and administrators.
At times, advocacy was described differently for colleagues versus administrators. Figure
5 provides a summary of these expectations.
Figure 5
Advocacy Segment of the Model
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Influence was a common theme many participants spoke about regarding how
administrators can serve as advocates. Examples include using their voice in shaping
strategic planning efforts and prioritizing change that works toward reducing or
eliminating oppressive values and norms. The area in which participants felt
administrators were lacking was in demanding and resourcing change.
I think that administrators really need to be holding departments accountable.
(P16)
I would say the role of administration is to provide the resources to alleviate some
of the extra work burden. So, that is teaching releases, research stipends, and
support. (P6)
My leadership philosophy [is that] diversity is in everything so there isn't a role at
the university where the individual doesn't have some responsibility for advancing
our diversity, equity, and inclusion goals. It's sort of just in embedded in the work.
And so I think for the president who's shaping a university vision, really being
able to articulate why we should be behind diversity and inclusion. [As for] the
Provost seat, it's just a really critical role because this is the person who's casting
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the vision for academic programs at large and thinking about the faculty … who
are our faculty. So, contributing to our goals of trying to diversify our faculty
body. I think from the dean position, it’s thinking about the curriculum. I mean
this is where the work needs to really be rooted. (P15)
Their role [as administrators] is not necessarily more important than wider
cultural change, but in terms of shaping and implementing values, rules, and
operating procedures, it is critical. Either they listen and then step in and
aggressively defend and advocate or they defer implicitly or explicitly to
conservative faculty. (P1)
Demanding change includes holding colleagues responsible for discriminatory
behaviors and practices. This ties back to how White supremacist culture and White
patriarchy is not limited to White colleagues but applies to all. At least three female
faculty of color shared experienced with faculty chairs who also identified as women of
color but created several challenges and a toxic work environment for their pre-tenure
colleagues. These three females shared examples of reaching out to administration for
support, such as deans and provosts, yet their administrators continuously tried to shift
the responsibility from themselves to others. Thus, a key element of change is
administrators taking responsibility for their actions and for the actions of their
colleagues.
Regarding faculty peers, advocacy was also described as influencing and
demanding change, in addition to enacting change. Enacting is defined as officially
declaring or entering into record (Oxford English Dictionary, “Enact,” 2021). Faculty
governance holds a form of power within higher education that can demand and enact
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change. This particular theme was recognized by multiple participants as ways in which
faculty peers can serve as advocates. As shared by participant 1, “It is clear that strong
advocates for women of color on the faculty are from the union, and a strong union itself
has been absolutely critical for getting those superior to the dean to follow through.”
While participant 12’s statement illustrates how faculty colleagues can serve as allies.
I've been really fortunate in my department where there is acknowledgement of
women of color getting poor teacher evaluations. I actually had a semester that
my students like really hated me. I got like really bad teaching evaluations out one
class, and it was my department that actually went to bat for me. They were like,
we know from research that women of color get lower teaching evaluations …
basically they were pointing out that we can't know that this is not a result of
students responding to my identity and not actually my teaching abilities. So that
was really incredible. For them to like put that into an official document to say we
don't agree with this [was something] I know not a lot of people have. (P12)
As illustrated in Figure 5, faculty advocates serve as allies and co-conspirators. Those
responsibilities are not interchangeable and consists of different expectations (Schwartz,
2021). “Ally-ship [sic] is working toward something that is mutually beneficial and
supportive to all parties involved” (Love, 2019, p. 117). Whereas, co-conspirators work
to understand their involvement in systems of oppression and “unlearning the habits and
practices that protect those systems,” while also engaging in “authentic relationships of
solidarity and mutuality” (Love, 2019, p. 118). Participant 12’s above statement serves as
an example of allyship while their following example demonstrates how faculty
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colleagues can work collaboratively as co-conspirators with their female faculty of color
colleagues.
I worked closely with two colleagues, and I always felt appreciated and valued
and uplifted and protected, for the most part when it came to those two. And I
know that that's unusual. We always made time for each other. Like every week
we had standing meetings…we [would] strategize about how to bring things up in
meetings so that it didn’t seem like I was the angry black person or whatever.
(P12)
In summary, it is important that faculty colleagues serve as allies working toward
change for everyone, while also serving as co-conspirators with their female faculty of
color in order to influence, demand, and enact changes to policies, processes, structures,
and norms.
Additional ways that participants consistently emphasized that institutions could
advocate for change includes, enhancing hiring processes (Sensoy & Diangelo, 2017),
developing mentoring programs (Kelly & McCann, 2014; Thomas & Hollenshead, 2001),
providing evaluation clarity and eliminating unspoken directives (Arnold et al., 2016; De
Luca & Escoto, 2012; Thomas & Hollenshead, 2001), and providing institution-wide
professional development.
Limitations
The construction of this study is not without its limitations. First off, while the
study was limited to female faculty of color, the results are applicable to supporting
various marginalized identities. However, the model is a generalizable understanding of
the role each person plays in addressing the challenges posed on female faculty of color
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during tenure and promotion. As mentioned by participant 15, the model does not
account for barriers and other variables specific to individualized institutions, especially
when considering justice, equity, diversity, inclusion, and belongingness (JEDI+B).
While conceptually I find resonance with the model, in practice, I don't know that
the model captures the complexities and nuances of institutional life where the
work of JEDI+B has simply been asked to do too much. What do I mean by this?
Take the example of hiring. Colleagues/administrators might acknowledge and
work to understand (association) how individual and institutional biases have
helped maintain certain groups as the perpetual majority in the room.
Colleagues/administrators might even commit to an action-specific vision backed
with resources (advocacy) for diversifying the faculty. Even with this
commitment, if for example, an academic program is not seeing enrollment
growth/an increase in majors, [then] no faculty lines will become available for the
foreseeable future, [and] it becomes difficult to shift the existing demographics.
(P15)
Thus, shifting through the tiers of accountability will be impacted by institutional
barriers and other factors that may not be easily addressed. For example, participant 7
during their construct validity interview mentioned that pay is an issue at their institution,
and it may not be an easy fix and has implications for limiting the amount of time faculty
have available for major projects that would refine the institution’s oppressive policies
and structures.
Finally, while one participant seemed to question if the tenure and promotion
process was oppressive to female faculty of color, all other participants expressed
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concern that the structure was indeed discriminatory, isolating, and exclusionary.
However, all participants self-selected and demonstrated a high cultural competence.
Thus, this study primarily included like-minded individuals and could have benefited
from additional participants who may not be in agreement with the literature, research,
and perspectives that argue the tenure and promotion process is oppressive to female
faculty of color. Better understanding of the opposing side’s perspective on this topic
would assist in developing a tool or process for moving faculty and administrators from
pre-acknowledgement to acknowledgement.
Recommendations for Future Research
Future research efforts should examine how specific variables may impact an
institution’s progress in moving through the tiers within this study’s proposed model. For
example, how does the broader local community in which the institution is situated in
impact the ability to move through the tiers to support female faculty of color and other
marginalized identities.
Additionally, institutions would benefit from a tool that could assess where
individuals, departments, and the larger organization are situated in regard to the model.
I suspect those in the Association category are there because of issues and
restrictions applied or found at a higher, university level. Some are at the
acknowledgement stage. My opinion—and only my opinion—is that these
individuals will never move past that because they don’t realize they are only at
that level. In my opinion—and only my opinion—they see themselves as
advocates and would categorize them [sic] at a much higher level. So much of this
comes down to structural issues. (P10)

70
Developing an assessment tool will limit or remove potential bias individuals may
have that hinder their ability to see and understand how they contribute to upholding
oppressive norms, values, and behaviors.
Lastly, in order to better understand the tools necessary in shifting faculty from
pre-acknowledgement to full acknowledgement, further research that includes
participants in those categories would provide an in-depth understanding of the tools
necessary in holding those individuals accountable in influencing change.
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Appendix A: Interview Questions and Script for Faculty and Administrators
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. As shared within the call for
participants, faculty of color experience an array of challenges during their professional
journey in higher education. When gender and race intersect, additional injustices are
experienced by faculty of color who identity as women. One structural challenge is the
tenure and promotion process which upholds discriminatory, exploitive, and exclusionary
practices faced by female faculty of color (Chang et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2015; Turner
et al., 2008; Turner et al., 2011;).
Below are the questions that will be explored during your interview. Many of the
questions are structured as closed-ended questions, however, please provide additional
details to support your responses. As the researcher, I may ask follow-up questions to
better understand your responses to the original question.
Additionally, it is important to understand the use of the term oppression within
this study. Oppression is defined as the systemic and institutionalized mistreatment of
individuals based on their identity affiliated with groups that are disadvantaged by the
lack of social power (Adams et al., 2016). For the purpose of this study oppression is
referenced when discussing all three challenges faced by women of color in higher
education: discrimination, isolation, and exploitation.
Do you have any questions for me before we proceed with exploring the shared
interview questions?
1. First off, could you explain the components of the tenure and promotion process
at your institution?
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Please include who reviews the submitted materials, approximately how many
individuals are usually involved in the review process, and how the results are
shared with the candidate.
2. Would you say the tenure and promotion process at your institution is (or was)
oppressive to female faculty of color?
a. If it is, how so and has your department and/or institution discussed how it
can address these inequities?
b. If it was, how was it and how has your department and/or institution
worked to address the oppressive nature of the tenure and promotion
process for female faculty of color?
3. What would you say was (or is) the role of administration in addressing the
discrimination, exploitation, and exclusion faced by female faculty of color during
the tenure and promotion process?
Administration includes chancellors, presidents, provosts, faculty chairs,
academic deans, etc.
4. What would you say was (or is) the role of white faculty in addressing the
discrimination, exploitation, and exclusion faced by female faculty of color during
the tenure and promotion process?
5. Please take a moment to reflect on the overall tenure and promotion process at
your institution. Overall, how do you feel about the overall experience of the
tenure and promotion process for female faculty of color?
6. Is there anything else you would like to share with me related to this study?
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Appendix B: Interview Questions and Script for Female Faculty of Color
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. As shared within the call for
participants, faculty of color experience an array of challenges during their professional
journey in higher education. When gender and race intersect, additional injustices are
experienced by faculty of color who identity as women. One structural challenge is the
tenure and promotion process which upholds discriminatory, exploitive, and exclusionary
practices faced by female faculty of color (Chang et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2015; Turner
et al., 2008; Turner et al., 2011).
Below are the questions that will be explored during your interview. Many of the
questions are structured as closed-ended questions, however, please provide additional
details to support your responses. As the researcher, I may ask follow-up questions to
better understand your responses to the original question.
Additionally, it is important to understand the use of the term oppression within
this study. Oppression is defined as the systemic and institutionalized mistreatment of
individuals based on their identity affiliated with groups that are disadvantaged by the
lack of social power (Adams et al., 2016). For the purpose of this study oppression is
referenced when discussing all three challenges faced by women of color in higher
education: discrimination, isolation, and exploitation.
Do you have any questions for me before we proceed with exploring the shared
interview questions?
1. Considering the definition of oppression in regard to this study, would you say
that the current tenure and promotion process is non-discriminatory, inclusive,
and equitable? If yes, how so? If no, why not?
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2. Considering the current tenure and promotion process at your institution, do you
feel that your work is appreciated by your colleagues?
3. Do you feel that the standards are the same for you and other women of color in
comparison to your White colleagues? If yes, how so? If no, why not?
4. What would you say was (or is) the role of administration in addressing the
discrimination, exploitation, and exclusion faced by female faculty of color during
the tenure and promotion process?
Administration includes chancellors, presidents, provosts, faculty chairs,
academic deans, etc.
5. What would you say was (or is) the role of White faculty in addressing the
discrimination, exploitation, and exclusion faced by female faculty of color during
the tenure and promotion process?
6. Please take a moment to reflect on the overall tenure and promotion process at
your institution. Overall, how do you describe the overall experience of the tenure
and promotion process for female faculty of color?
7. Is there anything else you would like to share with me related to this study?
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Appendix C: Construct Validity Test – Summary of Participants’ Responses
Participants’ responses to the following prompting questions were compiled into a
Microsoft Word document and used to refine the initial model. In order to protect the
identity of each participant, information related to their institution has been redacted.

Prompting Questions:
•

Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular tiers
within the model?

•

Does the model capture areas in which you would like your colleagues and
administrators to be at in order to foster and sustain change?

•

Optional: Is there anything you would like to share regarding the model (e.g.
overall thoughts, insights regarding how the model is or is not applicable to your
experience)?

Participant 1
Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular tiers within
the model?
YES, these tiers definitely describe the range of positive steps. I think the descriptions are
good and capture the essence of each level. The graphic is helpful, showing how
advocacy is more encompassing, implying more adequate understanding and broader
institutional responsibility / reach (although of course some advocacy actions may be
very narrow and targeted). Yes, colleagues and admin’s actions fit in particular tiers.
There is no “complicit” tier, where some actions, probably of virtually everyone, and
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especially of certain problematic actions/people, would fit. But that is implicit and not the
challenge you are choosing. The model highlights / targets structures, norms, individual
& insttn’al actions, policies and processes as types of positive actions and influences
which could influence the systemic nature of the problem. It is not too hard to think of
individuals and where they would fit “overall” in these tiers. For example, how in let’s
say pre-2015 times, it was exceptional for administrators to even acknowledge – business
as usual. With one female chair who was an exception. Faculty who fit at “Association”
level: many of the (positive) “usual suspects” who have raised their and others’
awareness, seemed to take trainings and guest speakers to heart and follow up… And folx
who are Advocates, or take some such actions, -- it is esp. obvious when such actions are
public and ‘pop out’ because of how contrary to unspoken norms they are. Small example
not related directly to WOC faculty: at a black speaker’s event, reserving front-section
seating for black students and announcing it as such to the whole gathered crowd,
inviting them to sit there. (Symbolic example). Policy example yet to be attained:
critically examining language in dept. evaluation plan for T&P with regards to ways they
may embody implicit bias / racialization. These are challenging things. In a way the bar
in the model is high because each level is in reference to a deep-rooted kind of analysis.
Socialization through Ph.D. & on through faculty ranks / time served to ‘believe in’
academia’s norms (eg, ‘independence of thought / judgment’ and ‘individual
achievement’ is strong. And thus moving through these steps and particularly identifying
with women FOC’s struggles is a serious proposition. I like the use of the term
“association” – it seems to capture a felt-level motivation, an identification-with based on
learning from colleagues, critical reading, and self-study. It captures that fact this is all
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happening in a community space, not an abstract one. Of course, Advocacy does the
same, but takes it to action level. It also feels like this model does not assume anything
about the categorical positionality of those to whom it might be applied. One would
expect a correlation, but that’s not to be assumed. So some of the complexities of
differing perspectives among FOC could be encompassed. I also appreciate
administrators and peers being differentiated – the language is appropriate.

OR

Does the model capture areas in which you would like your colleagues and
administrators to be at in order to foster and sustain change?
YES.

Optional: Is there anything you would like to share regarding the model (e.g. overall
thoughts, insights regarding how the model is or is not applicable to your experience)?
I wondered about consistency in between the levels in use of terms characterizing the
academic culture: “white supremacist” vs “white patriarchal” since the focus is women,
‘patriarchal’ seems important. But it might narrow it to “only” white patriarchy, whereas
of course patriarchy is not only expressed by whites. “Supremacist” seems to emphasize
the constructed and problematic nature of racial categories. How does white supremacist
patriarchal feel? I can’t decide. It’s probably fine as it is, but could be distracting.

Participant 2
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This is a great model. When I review these tiers, I feel like I have peers that aren't even at
the acknowledgement at their core. They may recognize but not sure they fully admit to
themselves or others that it's really an issue so they get stuck before they can get to
association...perhaps they even disassociate. In this I am specifically speaking to white
co-workers.
I do feel that some institutions have to be directed towards acknowledgement and held
accountable (whether through students of legislative mandates) for moving to
acknowledgement in order to get to advocacy. Would your model offer examples of what
each stage might look like?
This takes me to the work of assisting organizations to move through the process. Almost
like a tool (perhaps there is one already out there) that schools would complete a climate
assessment between the acknowledgment and association stage that would assist with
developing a plan towards advocacy.

Participant 3
I can understand how I fit into this model and how my colleagues fit. I’m especially
drawn to funding in the admin category. As I recently told my dean in a meeting
regarding a request for a retention offer, there is a lot of talk when it comes to diversity
initiatives. Funding is either soft and disappears (as was the case with the faculty
exchange or ABD hiring initiatives) or is non-existent. If we think the BIPOC faculty that
do the work are important, we need to show it by compensating them, and quickly.
Two quick thoughts:
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•

The circle drawing on the right moves from the bottom up (acknowledgment is on
the bottom), while the images on the left move from the top down
(acknowledgment is on the top). Perhaps make them move in the same direction?

•

Perhaps include disability

Participant 6
Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular tiers within
the model?
Yes. However, I'm a little confused about the Association tier for administrators. The
action item for this tier for faculty seems spot on to me, but for administrators, I think the
"action" item is engaging in narratives, but it seems like there is something else there
maybe. I think there is a process of understanding systems at the university (in addition to
engaging in narratives) before administrators move to Advocacy.
I can see my colleagues in the 3 tiers for faculty and it seems accurate.
Does the model capture areas in which you would like your colleagues and
administrators to be at in order to foster and sustain change?
Yes! Other than the clarification for the piece I described above, this is awesome

!

Participant 7
Participant 7: Well, I would say, one of the things from our department. Wow, I would
love to say that we’re at advocacy but I don't think we're completely at advocacy yet. I
really would say we're probably between association and advocacy. We're definitely
beyond acknowledgement recognizing the existing processes and norms that uphold
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oppressive structures. So I definitely feel like we've been doing – and I’m talking about
my department now
Researcher: Oh yeah.
Participant 7: Okay, so because we've been doing really we have been doing some really
great book studies. We really spend time doing our [evaluation]. Everybody with – and
I'm talking about the faculty, not necessarily adjuncts because they don't have the same
touch points, but like really trying to change curriculum, really working at that space. Um
advocacy to me – like we're doing advocacy with each other right. Like and one of the
ways that we're doing advocacy with each other is recognizing beyond Okay, I guess
that's acknowledgement but recognizing, claiming, and speaking into when we might do
micro aggressions or when we might do.
Like I was really proud of our group, when we really could identify the uncomfortable
structures that happened in [recent governance meeting] and because those are nuances
and things like that so anyways.
I would say we're between the association and advocacy. And I feel really good about
that. Okay, that feels good. We are addressing change. We are addressing oppressive
structures. We aren't writing policy yet. How's that? And maybe that's to me the
difference of that outer tier of advocacy, you know, really demanding that. But we are
looking at issues.
Researcher: Okay.
Participant 7: The administrator. you know, this is what's really tough because I feel like
they're trying to walk the walk. They're trying. I mean I definitely feel, [and] I definitely
hear with all these working groups, with all the things that they're doing there they're
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trying to move beyond like acknowledgement. They are acknowledging that [name of
institution] has oppressive structures and that we are complicit, and we're recognizing
these spaces.
I think 90% of the administration has gone beyond acknowledgement.
Here's a perfect example when we're talking about inequitable systems you know. One of
the things that's happening with [institution name] right now is no one is paid well. I don't
know if administrators are paid better, but no one is really paid well [within their
department]. So one of the ways that we're trying to deal with the low pay in the [name of
department] is really watching the hours. So there is some equity in that space.
The administration in this last faculty meeting asked for a team to work over the summer.
And at the very end they said that they would try to find compensation. Well, the fact that
that wasn't explicitly said in the beginning makes me feel that they don't really, truly still
understand the inequities of this system, because that should have been the first…and it
had to be asked, was offensive to me.
Researcher: That is a perfect example.
Participant 7: Yeah. So anyways yeah there's ways to figure out an equitable system. So
I would definitely say that they might be in an association. Well, you know, not that I
think about it, they are really still at the acknowledgement stage. There is not a critical
understanding of individual and institutional contributions of holding oppressive
structures, and norms. And, you know, I’m speaking as a white woman. We know that
black women are traditionally the most underserved right.
Because to be honest when you're understanding that a system is oppressive…if I knew
there was pain around something, there was an oppressive space around something, then
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that would be the first thing I would state, and then I would move into what we need to be
doing. The fact that they didn't say ‘I am sensitive to your time, your energy, and your
investment, here's how I can work with that so that there's an equitable situation and so
then we can move to this next discussion,’ you know it's kind of like the challenge there.
Researcher: I appreciate you sharing.

Participant 8
If I understand your question correctly, I would like to see the administrators and faculty
advocate for a more just situation but honestly, I do not even think administrators see and
white faculty see a problem i.e. not even at the at the acknowledgment phase.

Participant 9
Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular tiers within
the model?
Yes, I think the model shows the difference in approach that makes sense for each areas
of understanding and action, depending on the role someone has within the organization.

Optional: Is there anything you would like to share regarding the model (e.g. overall
thoughts, insights regarding how the model is or is not applicable to your experience)?
Well, as you probably would have already guessed based on our conversations, I think it
is very applicable!

Participant 10
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Some general thoughts I have about your model and where I see my admin and peers in
this model.

Faculty/Peers
On a lower, more local level (faculty peers), I see people in all of these categories. I think
most of my immediate colleagues fall in the Association or Advocacy categories. Some
of them, I’d say, are transitioning from one to the other. I suspect those in the Association
category are there because of issues and restrictions applied or found at a higher,
university level. Some are at the acknowledgement stage. My opinion—and only my
opinion—is that these individuals will never move past that because they don’t realize
they are only at that level. In my opinion—and only my opinion—they see themselves as
advocates and would categorize them at a much higher level. Interestingly, those I would
categorize at the Advocacy level (in my opinion) would see themselves at the Association
level because they would think there was more they could or should do.

Faculty as a whole, a group? I’d say they are at the Acknowledgement level. I’m thinking
along the lines of [the union] and the impact they have on departments and faculty as a
whole. While the [union] allows departments and programs to develop T&P guidelines
that best fit their disciplinary needs, etc., but I think the [union] could do more to ask
departments and programs to do more to address the oppressive and white supremacist
issues within higher ed and within our specific university. While I am a strong union
supporter and what their overall mission is, I feel there are ways they get in the way
moving forward on change related to the needs of women and BIPOC faculty. They are
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upholding the current structure and the current structure was developed by and for white
men. Only “encouraging” departments or colleges to do more, they are taking a passive
stand on these issues. However, for those departments that want to move forward, they
can and do. But not having a group to provide support—and even to provide language for
those who are trying to become advocates, but don’t know how—would and could be
useful.

Administrators
I would put administration—as a whole—in the Acknowledgment category, and,
honestly, I would say administration—as a whole—is barely in that category. There is a
lot of talk related to the topic—lots of buzzwords—but the actions do not support the
language. While there may be some individual administrators (thinking deans, etc.) who
are at the association level (I don’t think any are at the advocacy level), there is too much
institutional baggage that keeps them from becoming true advocates.

So much of this comes down to structural issues. Higher education consists of
organizations that are resistant to change and completely fail to see the impact they have
had on upholding discriminatory and white supremacist system because they see
themselves as agents of change and transformation.

Comments on the infographic
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The list with the infographic threw me. With the lest, I read down, in a more numerical
way, which acknowledgment being number one. Looking at the infographic, I can see the
structure: Advocacy is a goal. When reading them side to side, I found them confusing.

Participant 11
Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular tiers within
the model? OR Does the model capture areas in which you would like your colleagues
and administrators to be at in order to foster and sustain change?
Absolutely, yes. I see administration starting to Acknowledge, but not yet really moving
into Association. I see many of my colleagues in the Association tier, with another small
but determined contingent moving into Advocacy (though many remain in
Acknowledgment or less still.) The Advocacy tier sounds like a desirable goal for the
entire institution and others with influence over these processes.

Optional: Is there anything you would like to share regarding the model (e.g. overall
thoughts, insights regarding how the model is or is not applicable to your experience)?
It seems like an exceptionally useful model! I like how it could be applicable to groups of
varying sizes (institution, department, committee, etc.) as well as to individuals in a
variety of contexts involving inequities and oppression.

Participant 12
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I read through the model and my responses to your questions are yes, and yes. I did have
some reservations about using the word accountability but am happy to briefly explain
via phone.

Participation 13
The simple answer for me is yes, the model captures where I'd like colleagues and
administrators to be, especially the advocacy part. I guess I'm a social constructivist. I
care about context and environment. I don't see that in the model itself. Maybe you
situate the model in the environment? I'm thinking about how much harder it is for
anyone to be in the places identified by your model if they are in an environment that is
resistant to it.

Participant 14
I think this is a really interesting model. I would say that on an administrative level the
university’s response is a bit upside down. That is, we see a lot of advocacy but not
enough acknowledgment or association which makes things difficult. Specifically on
acknowledgment, while we see broad attempts to recognize the institution as structured
on white supremacy (ex land acknowledgments) I don’t think there is enough substantive
grappling with what that means both historically and contemporaneously. The same thing
goes with association. There are attempts to hear the voices of minoritized groups but I
don’t think the linkages are made in terms of thinking about the structure of the
university overall.
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In terms of my faculty peers, I think this work has been more advanced in some circles
but again I think much more work would need to be done on the association part. I think
it is difficult to situate oneself in these big structural conversations.
Overall I think this model does capture what I would like to see happen. The one thing I
want to reiterate though is that the three As are interconstitutive [sic] and that you can’t
really do advocacy without working deeply on acknowledgement and association. My
fear is that many universities, including our own, simply jump to advocacy without
situated deep learning. Are you thinking about these in order? Or are they to happen
altogether?

Participant 15
To your specific questions, I can certainly see how my colleagues might fit into particular
tiers within the model on any number of institutional processes (e.g., hiring, curriculum
development, decision-making processes, etc.).
While conceptually I find resonance with the model, in practice, I don't know that the
model captures the complexities and nuances of institutional life where the work of
JEDI+B has simply been asked to do too much. What do I mean by this? Take the
example of hiring. Colleagues/administrators might acknowledge and work to
understand (association) how individual and institutional biases have helped maintain
certain groups as the perpetual majority in the room. Colleagues/administrators might
even commit to an action-specific vision backed with resources (advocacy) for
diversifying the faculty. Even with this commitment, if for example, an academic
program is not seeing enrollment growth/an increase in majors, and no faculty lines will
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become available for the foreseeable future, it becomes difficult to shift the existing
demographics. This reality, especially within small, private institutions necessitates a
change that includes but that also goes beyond acknowledgment, association, and
advocacy. It requires a fundamental shift even in the way that higher education typically
organizes "subject matter" as discrete disciplines. I'm not sure where this example would
fit within the model.

Participant 16
I reviewed the information below and your three-tiered system of accountability and I see
how my administrators and colleagues could fit into this system.

There may be room for a tier that reflects performative behavior that I see by some
colleagues and administrators, but I do see that these folks might fit into the
acknowledgement tier. Unfortunately, their actions or lack of actions undermine
progress.

Participant 17
Thanks for sharing. I can see myself and my peers in this model that you have proposed.
Quick clarifying question, this seems to start with Accountability with the starting level.
Is this assuming that this model only serves those committed to some level of
accountability? Where do folks that haven’t bought in at all fit into this? Is there a preaccountability stage?
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Participant 18
This is a great looking model! Below, you will find my answers to your questions.

Model Validity: After reviewing the proposed model…
•

Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular tiers
within the model?
OR

•

Does the model capture areas in which you would like your colleagues and
administrators to be at in order to foster and sustain change?

Yes, I believe the model is an accessible way to evaluate how we can facilitate and
sustain change at different levels of authority within the academic system.

Optional: Is there anything you would like to share regarding the model (e.g. overall
thoughts, insights regarding how the model is or is not applicable to your experience)?

Interestingly, this model reminds me of Shoemaker and Reese's "hierarchy of influences"
model within the media sociology discipline. I like seeing how people's positions connect
to the overall influence of structural biases within the media.

Participant 19
Do you see how your colleagues and administrators might fit into particular tiers within
the model?
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Yes. I am a faculty member who works very closely with administrators, so I feel
comfortable addressing both groups, but I will do so separately.
Colleagues: Among my colleagues in the Humanities, I believe that the great majority of
my colleagues would be comfortable with the basic accountability implied by
"Acknowledgement". [I highlight the Humanities not to privilege that corner of the
academy, but simply to identify the environment with which I am most familiar.] As my
department has discussed both recent searches and our T&P process, I witnessed
widespread acknowledgement that the traditional structuring of the tenure and promotion
process has reinforced the privileges of whiteness and continued to disadvantage
candidates from marginalized groups and protected categories. In our work to address
this acknowledgement, most of my colleagues have taken on the task of "Association". I
base this conclusion on the greater care that we have taken in recent revisions of our Unit
Evaluation Plan (UEP), and in the ways we have revised our processes for conducting
tenure track searches. When we turn to assess the tier of "Advocacy", I see great interest
but fewer results. I have found that faculty tend to be resistant to undertaking the
painstaking work that it takes to create and document policies that transform association
into advocacy. And the conditions of the ongoing pandemic have reinforced both the
need for more advocacy and the fact that many faculty do not yet have the training and
resources to do so.
Administrators: Among the administrators with whom I have worked, I believe that the
great majority recognize the need to be accountable as implied by the tier of
"Acknowledgement," and I think this is the result of the fact that the university's mission
statements reflect an understanding that the current structures disadvantage BIPOC
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faculty and faculty of other protected categories. In my experiences with administrators
in the Humanities, and with leadership in Academic Affairs, it would be fair to describe
the administrators with whom I have worked as concerned with engaging in
"Association." Unfortunately, I have not seen enough effort by our administrators to take
up "Advocacy" in terms of both demanding and resourcing change. The latter is the
biggest issue. Only when the university can provide appropriate resources will both
administrators and faculty be able to engage in effective advocacy. Effective change
requires both direction and resources. Great improvement could be made if administrators
did not see training as a "check the box" endeavor, and instead sought to see training in a
manner more comparable to our disciplinary training in our fields. Moreover, providing
resources to help departments draft more equitable and effective [evaluations] would be
critical.
OR
Does the model capture areas in which you would like your colleagues and
administrators to be at in order to foster and sustain change?
Yes. As suggested in my answers above, I would like to see both my colleagues and
administrators engage much more seriously with "Advocacy". I am a big believer that
healthy policies and standards can drive equitable change. Resources remain the most
significant need, and administrators need to take the lead here. Campus institutions more
broadly, including our faculty union, could advocate more for our [evaluations] to
address the difficulties faced by faculty from traditionally marginalized groups. The
union has already led the way in ensuring that our processes are more effectively
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documented. Faculty could take on the project of creating and documenting policies
aimed at creating both a fairer and more supportive environment.

Participant 20
The model seems broad enough to capture from awareness to action levels of the topic.
I think most of my colleagues operate on lip service level or acknowledgment, to total
oblivion and disregard just because these racial equity issues do not impact them.
I think accountability is of utmost necessary for those who are found culpable of any
discrimination and racism in work relations. And accountability should bind the
administrative supervisor, faculty, and [equal opportunity] investigators' actions.
However, I do not know how it can be done. The inactions of the administration and
[equal opportunity] condone and perpetuate discrimination.

Participant 21
The model looks great. I like how you’ve broken it down across the three stages and then,
especially, across both constituents—faculty and administrators—as I feel like the
responses will be different for both.

